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Acronyms, Abbreviations, Definitions
Definitions
Alternatives to – The Environmental Assessment Act requires that Undertakings being reviewed within
the framework of the Act consider “alternatives to” the undertaking, or functionally different ways of
addressing the problem statement (in this case, managing waste). This is also known as an “Alternative
to the Undertaking”.
Alternative Methods – Various ways of carrying out the preferred undertaking that are technically and
economically feasible (Ministry of the Environment. (2014b, January)).
Focused EA – An Environmental Assessment prepared in accordance with Subsection 6.1(2) of the
Environmental Assessment Act, 1990 which excludes one or more requirements of the Act from the
Environmental Assessment.
Haul Route – refers to Communication Road, Drury Line and Erieau Road which are identified and used
as the designated route for trucks entering and exiting the Ridge Landfill from Hwy 401.
Haul Route Study Area – The residences and businesses abutting the Haul Route.
Indigenous Communities – The First Nations and Métis communities identified by the Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change that have potential to be interested in, or impacted by the
Undertaking. These groups include the Caldwell First Nation, Walpole Island First Nation, Kettle and
Stoney Point First Nation, Chiefs of Ontario, Chippewas of the Thames First Nation, Moravian of the
Thames, Munsee-Delaware Nation, Oneida of the Thames, Métis Nation of Ontario and the
Aamjiwnaang First Nation.
Off-Site Study Area – The area within 1 km of the maximum expanded fill area of the landfill.
On-Site Study Area – The Ridge Landfill property including the Landfill Site Area, plus the proposed
expansion areas.
Waste Connections of Canada – (Waste Connections) is the proponent for this undertaking. Waste
Connections was formerly known as BFI Canada Inc., and Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS). PWS and
Waste Connections Inc. merged in an all-stock transaction as of June 1, 2016. The company is currently
branded as Waste Connections of Canada for its operations in Canada.
Ridge Landfill– Property that encompasses existing Landfill Site Area and proposed expansion. The site
is owned by Ridge Limited Partnership. Ridge (Chatham) Holdings G.P. Inc., is the general partner and
Waste Connections of Canada is the limited partner.
Stakeholders –This refers to ‘interested persons’ as defined in the “Code of Practice: Preparing and
Reviewing Terms of Reference for Environmental Assessments in Ontario” (Ministry of the Environment,
2014).
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Undertaking – The proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill (also described herein as the “Project”).

Acronyms
EA – Environmental Assessment
EA Act or the Act – the Environmental Assessment Act
LTVCA – Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority
MNRF – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
MOECC – Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Waste Connections – Waste Connections of Canada
ToR – Terms of Reference
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Introduction

Introduction
Waste Connections of Canada (Waste Connections) is seeking approval under the Ontario
Environmental Assessment Act for an expansion of its Ridge Landfill to continue to provide
long-term, post-diversion residual disposal capacity to southern and central Ontario for the
IC&I sector and for its host community the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.
An extensive public consultation process was undertaken in concert with the Terms of
Reference (ToR) development for this project starting in May of 2016. A draft ToR was
submitted in June 2016, with a final ToR submitted in November 2016 and amended in
February of 2017. In summer of 2017 Waste Connections voluntarily withdrew that ToR to
work with the MOECC to develop this new ToR to better reflect the government’s new Strategy
for a Waste Free Ontario – Building a Circular Economy (February 2017).
This Record of Consultation (ROC) document highlights the communication and consultation
that took place during the development of the ToR for the Project including activities
undertaken and input received. The ROC includes the activities undertaken and input received
throughout the ToR development process including:

1.1

·

the development of the ToR in 2016 with a draft ToR presented for public and agency
review in spring 2016;

·

the submission to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) of the
final proposed ToR in late 2016 and final amended ToR in February 2017;

·

the voluntary withdrawal of the proposed ToR in summer 2017 to better reflect the
government’s new Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario – Building a Circular Economy
(February 2017), which was released after the Terms of Reference were submitted;
and,

·

the submission to MOECC of the ToR for the proposed project in December 2017.

Report Organization
The report includes the following sections:
• Section 1.0 – Introduction: highlights the objectives of the ToR consultation program.
• Section 2.0 – Communication Mechanisms: documents the methods used to inform
people about the Project including the identification of interested stakeholders.
Stakeholders are defined as those who may have an interest in the Project (see Section
2.1 for list of stakeholders).
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• Section 3.0 – Public Consultation: documents the consultation undertaken with the
public during the development of the ToR and the input received.
• Section 5.0 – Indigenous Community Consultation: highlights the consultation with
Indigenous Communities during the development of the ToR and the input received.
• Section 4.0 – Agency Consultation: highlights the consultation undertaken with the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent and review agencies (i.e., Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry, Ministry of Environment and Climate Change) during the development of
the ToR and the input received.
• Section 6.0 – Consultation on the Draft EA Terms of Reference: summarizes the input
received from the public, Indigenous Communities and agencies during the public and
agency review of the draft ToR.
• Section 7.0 – Terms of Reference Submission: this section documents the finalization and
submission of the Terms of Reference in November 2016 including input received from
MOECC and others.
• Section 8.0 – New Terms of Reference Submission: highlights the consultation with
MOECC in the summer and fall of 2017 that lead to the submission of this ToR document
in December 2017.
1.2

Consultation Objectives
Consultation on Environmental Assessment (EA) projects is guided by the Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) Code of Practice “Consultation in Ontario’s
Environmental Assessment Process” (2014). This document outlines required consultation as
well provides guidance on consultation best practices. Waste Connections of Canada (Waste
Connections) is committed to engaging stakeholders in the Project to ensure that residents and
businesses within the Off-site Study Area and Haul Route Study Area, as well as in Blenheim,
Charing Cross, Cedar Springs and elsewhere within the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, have the
ability to provide their input. Waste Connections met with the MOECC in December 2015 to
receive additional guidance on methods of stakeholder engagement.
The objectives of the consultation program for the ToR development included:
• to generate awareness of the Project;
• to inform and educate stakeholders about Waste Connections, the EA process, and the
Project;
• to gain insight into how the community wishes to be consulted; and
• to provide an opportunity for stakeholders to ask questions, voice their concerns, and
provide input on the ToR.

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference
December 2017

2

1.0

Introduction

The following guiding principles reinforce the consultation objectives and will continue to help
guide the design of consultation and communication activities:
• Make it timely – Consultation activities will be conducted so as to ensure members of the
public, interested stakeholders, Indigenous Communities and government agencies have
the opportunity to provide feedback and participate in the development of the EA.
• Make it inclusive – Ensure a broad range of stakeholders and the general public can
access Project information, participate, and interact with the Project Team. Consultation
and communications material is designed to be easy to understand and a variety of
communication consultation methods will be used.
• Make it community-focused – Consultation activities are held in proximity to the Ridge
Landfill to make it easy for the Project neighbours to participate. Project information will
also be available online for ease of community use and engagement.
• Make it productive – Continuous measuring and monitoring of events and input will
ensure that the positions of stakeholders are being considered contributing to the EA in
line with the consultation objectives.
• Make it transparent – The consultation process will be open and transparent so that the
many different perspectives of stakeholders and the general public can be received and
the way in which that input is considered can be seen as reflected in all documentation as
appropriate.
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Communication Mechanisms
This section documents the development of the stakeholder list for this project and provides
an outline of the various notification procedures that were followed as part of the consultation
program.

2.1

Project Contact List
It is important to ensure that those who might be interested or affected by the proposed
expansion of the Ridge Landfill be provided the opportunity to participate in the development
of the ToR. As such, Waste Connections developed a comprehensive project contact list. To
ensure the accuracy of the contact list, property assessment information was collected for
landowners within 1 kilometre of the property, and confirmed for residents along the haul
route. Other stakeholders within the community were also identified and placed on the list (e.g.
Blenheim Business Improvement Association, Kent Federation of Agriculture, etc.). In a
dedicated effort to keep everyone informed, contacts from the Ridge Landfill EA expansion
project (1998) and the EA process to increase daily/annual waste inputs (2011) were also
included. It is noted that the Project contact list was discussed with representatives of the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent to ensure that the list reflected their knowledge of community
members and interested groups. The following lists the categories of stakeholders that are
included on the contact list. These stakeholders were consulted throughout the ToR and will
continue to be consulted during the EA:
• landowners within 1 km of the site and along the haul route;
• Ridge Landfill Liaison Committee;
• Ridge Landfill Community Trust;
• Municipality of Chatham-Kent elected officials;
• provincial and federal elected officials;
• Municipality of Chatham-Kent municipal staff;
• adjacent municipalities;
• provincial and federal regulatory agencies;
• participants from past EA processes;
• Indigenous Communities; and
• other stakeholders (e.g., agricultural organizations, local conservation authority,
businesses and business organizations, school boards).
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Appendix A includes further details on the stakeholders that were consulted with during the
ToR. The initial Notice of Commencement of the ToR was distributed to residents and
businesses in Blenheim, Charing Cross and Cedar Springs. People within these communities
were added to the contact list as they expressed interest. As a living document, the contact list
will continue to be updated through the EA.
2.2

Mandatory Notices and Other Notifications
There are two mandatory notification points in the development of the ToR – Notice of
Commencement of the Terms of Reference, and Notice of Submission. Other notices included
notices of Open Houses and the opportunity to review the draft ToR.
The Ridge Landfill has been a business in the community for 50 years and values the positive
relationship developed with the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and specifically the
communities of Blenheim, Charing Cross and Cedar Spring and its immediate neighbours. As
such, it was considered important to take a personalized approach to notification. A
personalized letter was distributed along with a community newsletter and newspaper notice
to neighbours in the site vicinity and along the haul route, as well as other stakeholders and
interested community members on the contact list. The letter included the contact
information for the Waste Connections Project Manager and encouraged the recipient to
follow-up with any questions. In all cases, effort was made to ensure that local elected officials,
residents and other stakeholders received the information concurrent with placement in the
newspapers. This included hand delivering the information to residents on-site and immediate
landfill neighbours where possible.
The Blenheim News Tribune, Chatham Daily News, Chatham Voice and Chatham This Week
were the newspapers used for the notification of the Notice of Commencement of the Terms
of Reference, Notice of Open Houses, Notice of the opportunity to review the draft ToR, and
Notice of Submission of ToR. Table 1 describes each of the notifications. Copies of the
newspaper notices and letters can be found in Appendix A. A copy of the community
newsletter and map of the mail drop area can be found in Appendix B.
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TABLE 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE NOTIFICATION DETAILS

Notice

Newspaper Insertion Dates

Other Notification Comments

Combined Notice of
Commencement of
the ToR and Open
House #1

• Blenheim News Tribune – April
th
20th and 27
st
• Chatham Voice – April 21 and
th
28
st
• Chatham Daily News – April 21
th
and 28
th
• Chatham This Week – April 27

• Notice and letter hand-delivered to
residents on-site and adjacent
neighbours.
• Notice and letter mailed and/or
emailed to all other contacts.

Notice of Open
House #2 and Draft
ToR Release

• Blenheim News Tribune – June
15th
• Chatham Voice – June 16th and
23rd
• Chatham Daily News – June 16th
• Chatham This Week – June 22th

• Notice and letter mailed and/or
emailed to all on contact list

Notice of Submission
of ToR (first
submission)

• Blenheim News Tribune –
November 16
• Chatham Voice – November 17
• Chatham Daily News – November
17
• Chatham This Week – November
16

• Notice and letter mailed and/or
emailed to all on contact list

Notice of New ToR
Submission
(December 2017)

• Blenheim News Tribune –
Wednesday January 3, 2018
• Chatham Voice – Thursday
January 4, 2018
• Chatham Daily News – Thursday
January 4, 2018
• Chatham This Week – Thursday
January 4, 2018

• Notice and letter mailed and/or
emailed to all on contact list

In addition to the above notifications, a letter was mailed to residents on-site and within
one kilometer radius of the site on October 12, 2016 informing them of the hydrogeological
drilling program commencing the week October 17, 2016. The drilling is part of pre-EA field
work to confirm existing environmental conditions. A notice was posted on the Ridge Landfill
website and MOECC as well as the Ward 2 councillors and officials with the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent were informed of this activity through an email.
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Landfill Website and Contact Information
Waste Connections established a dedicated website for the Ridge Landfill. The website is easily
navigable for viewers providing information on the proposed expansion, landfill contact
information, information on landfill operations, and community partnerships. On the date of
the release of the Notice of Commencement, Waste Connections launched a “Future Plans”
page of the website announcing the proposed expansion. The website (www.ridgelandfill.com)
provides all documents released thus far and an online form for members of the public and
interested stakeholders to submit questions and comments. Between April 20, 2016 and
November 30, 2017, there have been 4,502 visits to the website, approximately 75% of which
have been new visitors. Three hundred and eighty-eight documents have been downloaded
(this includes the Terms of reference, supporting documents, record of consultation,
newsletters and notices). A screen capture of the landfill website is included in Appendix A.

2.4

Community Newsletter
“The Ridge” community newsletter was distributed to landowners within 1 km of the site and
along the haul route as well as a mail drop by Canada Post to residents and businesses within
Charing Cross, Cedar Springs and Blenheim. In addition to informing them of the proposed
landfill expansion it highlighted Waste Connections’ commitment to keeping the community
informed about landfill operations at the Ridge, the site’s environmental management system,
and Waste Connections’ commitment to being a good neighbour in the local community. The
newsletter was also posted on the landfill website and distributed with the Notice of
Commencement to all government agencies, elected officials and organizations identified on
the Project contact list. A copy of “The Ridge” community newsletter and map of the mail drop
area can be found in Appendix B.

2.5

Media Relations
Immediately following the publication and release of the Notice of Commencement of the
Terms of Reference, Waste Connections staff made themselves available for media inquiries to
answer questions about the proposed expansion with the goal of ensuring the media
understood the Project. Waste Connections also offered briefings to local media prior to the
second Open House on June 28th, to help inform them on the EA process as it pertains to the
Project. All media, including social media channels have and will continue to be monitored for
was monitored regularly for potential issues of concern associated with the proposed
expansion.
Table 2 lists the media articles written about the Project during the ToR development.
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TABLE 2: MEDIA NEWS STORIES

Media Outlet

Article Title

Date
Published

Newspaper: The Chatham
Voice

“Ridge Landfill Expansion Sought” by Jim Blake

April 22, 2016

Newspaper: Chatham Daily
News

“Owner Wants to Increase Lifespan by 20 Years” by
Ellwood Shreve

April 22, 2016

Television: CTV News

Interview by Chris Thompson

April 25, 2016

Radio: 99.1 FM

“Landfill Expansion Planned” Chatham-Kent Radio

April 26, 2016

Newspaper: The Chatham
Daily News

“Proposed Ridge Landfill Would Make it One of the
Largest in Ontario” by Ellwood Shreve

May 3, 2016

Newspaper: The Chatham
Daily New

“Development of Biogas Facility in Works at Ridge
Landfill” by Ellwood Shreve

May 4, 2016

Newspaper: The London Free “Biogas Facility Slated for Ridge Landfill Site”
Press

May 5, 2016

Blackburnnews.com

November 18,
2017

“Blenheim Expansion Could be Vertical”

Copies of media articles are presented in Appendix C.
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Public Consultation
Public consultation is a critical part of a project as it aids in developing a clearer understanding
of community issues and priorities. It allows the Project Team to gain information and
perspectives from the local community helping to inform and improve the overall process. As
the primary provider of waste management services in the local community, Waste
Connections has a history of long-standing positive relations with the local communities of
Charing Cross, Cedar Springs, Blenheim and the broader community of the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent. To maintain and enhance this strong relationship, Waste Connections put
considerable effort into developing a public consultation program that was inclusive and
flexible to meet the needs of the residents within these communities. This section of the
Record of Consultation documents the consultation aimed at informing and generating input
from the public.

3.1

Open Houses
Two Open Houses were held (May 3 and June 28, 2016) during the ToR development. The
focus of these Open Houses was to provide an opportunity for local residents and businesses
to learn more about the Project, ask questions and provide their feedback. Both events used a
drop-in style meeting format which allowed attendees to review material at their own pace
and time. Project Team members were available for one-on-one discussion with attendees.
The following sections briefly describe each Open House. The Open House materials are
included in Appendix D.
Open House 1
The first Open House was held on Tuesday May 3 rd, 2016 at St. Mary’s Hall in Blenheim, and
was attended by 60 members of the community. The purpose of the Open House was to
introduce people to the Project Team, and provide them the opportunity to learn about the
Project and landfill operation, and ask questions. Display boards at the event provided
information on the following topics:
• Waste Connections’ history at the Ridge Landfill and relationship with the community;
• Waste Connections’ socio-economic contributions to the community;
• the current environmental management system at the landfill;
• future plans for expansion and other proposals;
• the need and rationale for the proposed expansion;
• alternatives to expansion that Waste Connections has considered;
• an explanation of the EA process; and
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• information on the consultation process and how to stay involved in the Project.
A large-format map was displayed on a table, to allow people to look at the site and haul route
in relation to their property. Eleven members of the Waste Connections Project Team were in
attendance to discuss the Project with attendees and answer questions.
Comment forms were available for attendees to identify how they heard about the event and
provide their feedback on the Project. The majority of attendees heard of the Open House
through the personalized letters sent to them by Waste Connections, while a few read about it
in the newspaper or heard of it by word of mouth. The feedback from the Open House was
primarily positive with some areas of concern raised around future compensation, property
values, and potential visual impacts, odours, groundwater and traffic.
Full details on comments raised and the responses to these issues can be found in Section 3.3.
The input received helped Waste Connections identity the concerns of the community and
incorporate them into the final ToR. Following the Open House, Waste Connections posted the
display boards on the landfill website allowing residents who couldn’t attend the event an
opportunity to see the information presented.
Open House 2
The second Open House was held on June 28, 2016 at St. Mary’s Hall in Blenheim, and was
attended by 34 members of the community. The focus of this event was to review the
information included in the draft ToR. Display panels provided information on:
• the future EA activities to be undertaken to define the environment;
• study areas to be used for defining the potential effects of the proposed landfill
expansion;
• proposed evaluation criteria for the comparison of alternative methods (to expand the
landfill) and to assess impacts; and
• the proposed consultation activities to be undertaken during the EA.
Similar to Open House 1, a large-format map was displayed on a table to allow people to look
at the site and haul route in relation to their property. Eleven members of the Waste
Connections Project Team were in attendance to discuss the Project and EA steps with
attendees and answer questions.
Comment forms were available for attendees to identify how they heard about the event and
provide their feedback on the proposed EA activities. The majority of attendees heard of the
Open House through the personalized letters, while a few read about it in the newspaper. The
feedback from the Open House was primarily positive. Comments received from the
stakeholders and the responses can be found in Section 3.3.

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference
December 2017

10

3.0

Public Consultation

Following the Open House, Waste Connections posted the display boards on the landfill
website allowing residents who could not attend the event an opportunity to see the
information presented and to provide their feedback.
3.2

Stakeholder Meetings
3.2.1

Residents/Landowners and Waste Connections Staff

As part of the initial notification of the proposed expansion, the Waste Connections Project
Manager and District Manager of the Ridge Landfill personally met with on-site residents and
as many adjacent neighbours as possible to discuss the Project on the day the first notice was
published to ensure they knew about the proposal to expand the landfill, and to maintain good
relations. Meetings were held to introduce the Project and the EA process that will be
undertaken. The goal of this personalized approach was to alleviate concerns with respect to
expansion timing for the three on-site residents who currently rent property and to ensure
that long-time close neighbours were notified personally as opposed to reading about the
Project for the first time in the newspaper. Waste Connections also hosted meetings with
residents who requested to meet in-person. Comments raised at all the meetings have been
included in Section 3.3.
Waste Connections also made a point of meeting with their waste collection and landfill staff
the morning of the project announcement to give them information about the Project. In many
cases, front-line staff members live in the community and also have routine interaction with
the public in the course of their duties. Waste Connections felt it was important that they were
fully aware of the proposed Ridge Landfill expansion and able to direct members of the public
to the website and/or Project Manager for further information.
3.2.2

Ridge Landfill Liaison Committee

The Ridge Landfill Liaison Committee is a long-time committee that was established to provide
feedback on the operation of the landfill. It was developed in response to a condition of
approval of the 1997 expansion EA. The committee includes representatives from the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent (staff and elected officials), public members, a representative
from the Ridge Community Trust, the MOECC and Waste Connections.
While the mandate of the committee is to focus on the operation of the landfill rather than the
proposed expansion, this committee has a long history with the site and thus a valuable
perspective on the Project. Waste Connections met with the Ridge Landfill Liaison Committee
on April 5, 2016 to inform them of plans to initiate the Project in advance of the formal
announcement. The Ward 2 Councillor whose constituency includes the Ridge Landfill, was also
invited and attended this meeting. The overall response from the Committee was positive.
Meeting minutes are included in Appendix E.
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Since the initiation of the Project the Ridge Landfill Liaison Committee has met six times
(September 20, 2016; December 6, 2016; March 28, 2017; June 13, 2017; September 12,
2017; and December 5, 2017). At each of these meetings Waste Connections provided an
update on the status of the Project. Specific comments have been included in Section 3.3.
Waste Connections will continue to attend the meetings regularly to provide updates on the
status of the Project.
3.2.3

Chamber of Commerce

The Waste Connections Project Manager met with the President of the Chamber of Commerce
on July 27, 2016 to discuss the proposed landfill expansion. The Chamber of Commerce was
also interested to know about waste diversion programs and goals to improve recycling and
achieve greater segregation of recyclables in the proposed service area. The meeting included
discussion on the possibility of collaboration with the Chatham-Kent community on ways to
improve recycling programs, the economic significance of the Project to local businesses and
involvement of the local Chamber of Commerce in responding to basic inquiries about the
Project within the community. Meeting minutes are included in Appendix E.
3.2.4

Kent Federation of Agriculture

The Project team met with the Kent Federation of Agriculture (KFA) on August 9, 2016 at the
University of Guelph Ridgetown Campus. An overview of the Ridge Landfill and the proposed
expansion was provided via a presentation, including a discussion of the need for additional
disposal capacity. An overview of the EA process was provided and the studies to be conducted
during the EA phase were discussed. A key purpose of this meeting was to ensure that the KFA
was aware of the Project and the associated EA process. The presentation provided to KFA and
the meeting minutes are included in Appendix E.
3.2.5

Blenheim Business Improvement Association

Waste Connections met with Marc Eskritt, Chair of the Blenheim Business Improvement
Association (BIA), on October 11, 2016 to discuss the details of the proposed expansion and to
discuss the BIA’s current mandate as well as potential partnering opportunities for tree
planting in the downtown core. No concerns were raised about the expansion. The
presentation provided at the meeting is included in Appendix E.
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Response to Public and Stakeholder Comments
Seventeen (17) comment forms and forty-two (42) 1 other correspondence pieces (i.e., letter,
email, web form), were received during the ToR development. Table 3 provides an overview of
the public and stakeholder comments received during the development of the ToR. Also
included in the table is the Waste Connections response to these comments indicating how
they will be considered in the EA where appropriate. Written comments received are included
in Appendix E. Comments received following the submission of the draft ToR in June 2016,
and the ToR in November 2016 can be found in later sections of this document.

1

It is noted that the majority of the other correspondence is questions about operating hours, disposal costs and
other current landfill operation questions received through the web site.
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Waste Connections will evaluate hazardous waste collection as part of their assessment of
enhanced diversion alternatives in the EA.

All funding requests should be directed to the Ridge Landfill Community Trust.
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Waste Connections is trying to make the Project more
Waste Connections is a private waste management company providing a needed
palatable by talking about the money they are investing in the community service, and as all private companies, Waste Connections is in business to make
community, but not mentioning the huge profits being made a profit.
from the landfill.
Waste Connections is proud of its contribution to the Chatham-Kent community and wished
to ensure that there was awareness about level of investment in the community.

(Youth Bowling) league.

• support for a men’s shelter in Chatham;
• support for a local BMX bicycle club; and
• sponsorship donations on behalf of the Blenheim YBC

• funding to erecting signs for the Village of Erie Beach
centennial celebration;
• support for a Non-Profit Hockey School/Camp;

A number of requests for funding were made including:

Community Funding and Support

• asphalt shingles; and
• Demolition waste.

Ongoing landfill operations and requests for quotes on waste The Ridge has a minimum one tonne charge of $85.00. Inquiries regarding specific materials
disposal prices and types of waste that would be accepted
need to be directed to the landfill at (519) 676-5000.
including:

Those in rural areas don’t receive residential pick-up. Would During landfill operating hours residents can bring waste for drop-off at the landfill. Waste
they be able to drop off waste bags and recycling,
Connections, however, encourages residents to use one of the eight municipal transfer
stations. The Chatham Kent website lists the local transfer stations.

Would like to see hazardous waste collection happen more
frequently.

Waste Management Service

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS

Comments and Concerns Received
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It was noted that the community may be concerned if
intention is for Ridge to accept waste from all of Ontario.

Against bringing waste in from outside of Southwestern
Ontario, especially from the USA.

The people of Chatham-Kent have done their share in waste
management and it is time for other areas to step up.

C-K has more than paid its dues to benefit Toronto, the GTA
etc. for several years. The Ridge Landfill should be used
primarily to benefit the residents of C-K, and I oppose the
proposed expansion.

Opposed to the proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill. I
believe the real reason for expansion is to serve the needs of
Ontario, i.e. Toronto and the GTA as well as other large
centres in southwestern Ontario where local opposition to
landfill expansion closer to home is more politically charged.
It is high time that Toronto/the GTA, etc. found a better
solution to their garbage disposal needs than to ship it to
Chatham-Kent.

Concern that landfill will start accepting too much waste if
expanded.

Concern that the landfill will become a burden on the
community as it grows, as seen in the landfill south west of
London.

Quantity and Source of Waste

Comments and Concerns Received

It is noted that the annual volume of waste the Ridge is permitted to accept is proposed to
remain at 1.3 million tonnes. Waste Connections is not seeking approval to receive
residential waste from the City of Toronto.

The Ridge Landfill is currently approved to accept industrial, commercial and institutional
waste from anywhere in Ontario and residential waste from the Municipality of ChathamKent and the surrounding Counties of Essex, Lambton, Middlesex and Elgin. As part of the
proposed expansion, the proposed service area will include industrial, commercial and
institutional waste from southern and central Ontario and residential waste from ChathamKent as the host municipality.

A Needs/Opportunities Assessment Report was completed and is included as a supporting
document to the ToR. This report demonstrates that there will be a need for disposal
capacity in southern Ontario as of approximately 2021 when the Ridge Landfill is currently
expected to reach capacity.

The annual volume of waste will not increase for the planned site life and Waste
Connections has no plans to receive residential waste from the City of Toronto as they own
their own landfill near London.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

Public Consultation
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As part of the EA, studies of the woodlots are required to confirm the species within the
woodlots and evaluate the woodlot overall health. Some of these studies have already
been undertaken. Meetings have also been held with the Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry (MNRF) to discuss the woodlots.

Trees in the current woodlots look healthy. How is wooded
area relocation proposed without destroying it?

Record of Consultation
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February 2017

Should the SE woodlot need to be removed as part of the preferred site development
alternative, removal would occur during appropriate timing windows so as not to disrupt
sensitive species. Approval would also be required from the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.

It has been determined that the southwest (SW) woodlot is of low-quality and does not
provide significant wildlife habitat, nor is it used by any species at risk. The southeast (SE)
Wildlife migrate from the woodlot on Waste Connections
woodlot is considered significant wildlife habitat and habitat for species at risk. Although
property to other woodlots such as wild turkey and deer.
the preferred site development alternative has not been determined, the MNRF has
Deer drink from the pond as they migrate, the two properties
indicated that the SE woodlot is permitted to be removed, as long as the area of woodlot is
work together as wildlife habitat.
compensated and creates an overall benefit for the species at risk that use it. Details of
compensation and other requirements would be determined in a parallel process with the
MNRF.

Agricultural land in the area of proposed expansion is not
good quality; as a result, landfill expansion should not be a
problem.

High berms may cause danger to residents’ fruit trees during
frost season with the frosts lying in the low areas and the
During the EA an agricultural assessment will be completed to determine the potential for
berm blocking the wind from flowing freely thus causing frost the proposed expansion to impact farmland and farming in the surrounding area. Waste
and damage.
Connections will continue to accommodate farming on the on-site lands not being used for
waste management until they are needed for landfilling.

Much of the Ridge Landfill Property is already recognized in the Chatham-Kent Official Plan
as a waste management site and the proposed expansion of the landfill will be within the
Ridge Landfill Property.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

C-K is an agriculturally based community. The landscape
should be used for food production, not waste disposal.

Agriculture

Comments and Concerns Received

Public Consultation
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Waste Connections has plans for the development of a biogas facility at the Ridge to
convert landfill gas into a pipeline quality natural gas. This would be the largest biogas
facility in Ontario and one of the largest in North America.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns
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Asked what the proposed biogas facility will look like and how The proposed biogas facility is a separate project that Waste Connections is pursuing. It
much land would be needed.
would not likely be located on the landfill site and may or may not be owned by Waste
Connections. It is being considered independently of the expansion to proactively address
the landfill gas currently being generated at the Ridge Landfill. Should the landfill gas facility
go ahead, this will be considered as part of existing conditions in the EA. Alternatively,
Waste Connections will incorporate an assessment of landfill gas treatment or utilization
alternatives into the EA. This will be clarified in the revised ToR. It is anticipated that the
biogas facility would require approximately one acre.

Start collecting biogas for good use.

Methane issue needs to be utilized in reusable resource.

Support for the proposal of the addition of a biogas facility.

Landfill Gas and Odour

Comments and Concerns Received

Public Consultation
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Odour is a nuisance effect and may have health impacts. Landfill gas constituents are
monitored and are within compliance levels. Odour will be one of the technical studies that
will be completed as part of the EA. The odour assessment will look at the existing odour
management system and identify opportunities to improve the management of fugitive
odours.
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The landfill near London referred to in the comments is the Green Lane Landfill. This landfill
Significant concerns about odour. The landfill west of London is operated by the City of Toronto.
north of the 401 always smells.
It is noted that the Blenheim Sewage Treatment Plant is managed by the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent. Concerns about odour from this facility should be directed to the
municipality.

There is already a lagoon and lots of smell. Some days the
smell is bad enough you can’t go outside.

Are there health risks from being downwind of the landfill
and smelling the strong odours?

Worried about the smell if household garbage is accepted
from Southern Ontario.

East wind seems to have odour issues.

Concerned about increased smell with landfill expansion.

daily covering of waste and small working area to mitigate odour;
regular inspection for fissures which could allow odour to escape;
leachate collection and an enclosed leachate pretreatment facility;
landfill gas collection system which collects and flares gas;
systems to minimize fugitive odours including a portable unit which can be moved
around depending on wind conditions and direction. This system uses eco-friendly
materials mixed with water to suppress odors. The system is deployed in the spring
and operates through to the fall as long as night time temperatures stay above
freezing; and
• odour complaint process as part of a broader nuisance complaint process that people
can use to contact Waste Connections if they believe they smell an odour from our
site. On-site wind direction and other weather related information is recorded at the
time of the complaint so that current site conditions are known.

The following odour management controls are in place at the Ridge Landfill:

Smell is already an issue that needs to be addressed before
expansion.
•
•
•
•
•

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

Comments and Concerns Received
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Concerns regarding increasing noise with the expansion.

Concerned that moving landfill closer may decrease business.
Social economic assessment will work closely with other disciplines including air, noise, dust
and visual to identify and mitigate potential impacts.

Social impact on homes and businesses nearest to the landfill One component of the EA will be a social economic assessment. This work will look at the
and a loss of enjoyment of property.
potential for the expansion to negatively impact local residents, change their enjoyment of
their property, and potential impact/disruption to businesses off-site.
Home/farm has been here since 1881. Fear that children will
no longer want to continue the family farm due to the
proximity of the landfill.

Property value questions are valid and legitimate concerns for any landowner. There is a
Property Protection Program in place that Waste Connections will re-assess based on the
Now that our properties will be at the landfill's doorstep, we
results of the EA for the proposed expansion.
expect that these properties will now be protected. When
these changes occur, we would like to be notified in writing.

How will the expansion effect property values?

There needs to be an increase in property compensation.

are being compensated.

Level 4 compensation does not adequately take into account Waste Connections has a history of positive relations with the Chatham-Kent community
what it is like for residents to live close to the landfill.
and is committed to being a good neighbor. In addition to the annual royalty payments to
the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and contributions to the Ridge Landfill Trust Fund, Waste
Currently at level 2 compensation but expecting to move to
Connections provides compensation to residents living in proximity to the landfill and along
level 1 as the landfill moves closer due to noise, dust, traffic,
the haul route. The compensation paid is based on the level of impact. Once the EA for the
prevailing wind, odours, and obstruction of view.
proposed expansion is complete, Waste Connections will review the existing compensation
Currently not being compensated whereas some neighbours agreements.

Compensation, Property Values and Social Impact

Comments and Concerns Received

Public Consultation
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Currently there is a flood control facility at the site to manage spring melt conditions. The
EA will look at the potential for the proposed expansion to impact drainage.

An assessment of the potential for groundwater impacts as a result of the proposed
expansion will be an important part of the EA. This work will look at existing groundwater
information, complete additional testing in areas where limited data exists and model
potential groundwater impacts. Measures to mitigate potential impacts and contingency
plans to address issues such as the potential for impact to drinking water will be proposed
in the EA.

The leachate that drains through the landfill is collected and treated at the municipal
treatment plant to standards approved by the MOECC. The Ministry is updated annually on
the operation of our leachate collection system. As part of the EA, Waste Connections will
review the capacity of the existing off-site forcemain and the Blenheim Wastewater
Treatment Plant (Blenheim WWTP) for managing leachate and consider other reasonable
long term leachate treatment alternatives as part of the impact assessment for the
preferred site development alternative.

The current facility has been designed, built and is operated to contain and collect the
leachate generated (water either from rain or decomposition that percolates through the
waste) in order to protect groundwater. The thick clay till that underlies the site provides a
natural liner protecting the groundwater.

The Ridge Landfill has an environmental management system in place that follows stringent
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change regulations. Annual independent
groundwater and surface water monitoring is undertaken with reports submitted to the
MOECC.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns
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The steady stream of large tractor-trailers hauling waste to C- Currently there are approximately 200 waste haul trucks and small trailers per day that
K is impacting the traffic congestion on Hwy 401. This

Traffic and Airport

Flooding is a problem during the spring. Don’t see where all
the snow melt is going to go if site is expanded.

The landfill should pay for the waterline to the people on
middle-line.

The landfill should pay for municipal water to the site.

Who is going to monitor groundwater for contamination?

Worried about household well, and groundwater
contamination.

Groundwater and Surface Water

Comments and Concerns Received

Public Consultation
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Waste Connections has two sweepers and two water trucks that are used to sweep and
clean the roads during and after storm events, and clean up sporadic mud drop events from
the trucks where they may arise along the designated haul route.

There will be no increase in the amount of waste disposal traffic to and from the site as the
amount of waste Waste Connections is currently permitted to accept at the Ridge Landfill
will not change following the proposed expansion. With the proposed expansion it is
intended that the current haul route remain in place. In the EA, Waste Connections will look
at enhanced diversion alternatives which could result in some additional traffic to the Ridge
Landfill Property.
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Concerned about height of landfill in relation to the airport.

The landfill height is restricted to 241.3 metres above sea level (masl) due to the proximity
of the site to the Chatham airport. Sections of the West Landfill are at the maximum
allowable height. The proposed expansion will stay within the maximum height allowed for
the airport.

Request that arterial roads (Allison Line between Lagoon and This road is not part of the designated haul route. This is a municipal responsibility.
Erieau) to the landfill are hard surfaced for convenience and
safety. Is a main artery between Blenheim and the landfill for
our curbside trucks.

Road maintenance on haul route due to slime and mud.

How will this expansion affect the local traffic patterns?

Noise and truck traffic along the haul route is already a
current issue and the speed limit for non-truck traffic.

come to the Ridge Landfill. These trucks come from a number of different locations.

happens all year around, regardless of weather, and increases
traffic hazards. It also increases the rate of deterioration of
the road surface of Hwy 401, resulting in more maintenance
costs. It also requires substantial fuel costs for all of that
transport traffic.

With the proposed expansion, the amount of waste the site can accept each year will not
change so the volume of waste disposal traffic coming to the site will remain similar to what
is experienced today. In the EA, Connections will look at enhanced diversion alternatives
which could result in some additional traffic to the Ridge Landfill Property. During the EA a
transportation study will be undertaken to assess potential impact associated with
transportation on the haul route (i.e. from Highway 401 to the site) and to develop
measures to mitigate impacts. Highway 401 is designed to handle the transportation of
goods and materials and the traffic associated with Ridge Landfill is a small fraction of the
total traffic on the highway.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

Comments and Concerns Received
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Cover and seal the garbage.

Concerned regarding blowing garbage that ends up in
residents’ fields and equipment despite of the current
cleaning efforts at the Ridge Landfill.

Add vegetation to the berms to break the wind and prevent
garbage from blowing out.

Other Comments

Implement a stricter recycling program; don’t accept waste
that is not recycled.

Reduction of waste is the solution not expansion.

Increase Diversion

Comments and Concerns Received

The EA will determine the potential for negative impacts from the proposed expansion
including potential impacts such as litter and visual impacts. To minimize these impacts,

Each day, cover material is placed on the active landfill area to reduce dust, odour and
litter. Once a section of the landfill is completed a final cover is put over the waste. This
represents best practice in landfill operation and would continue with the proposed
expansion.

It is noted that while the provincial Waste-Free Ontario Act promotes a reduction in the
amount of waste generated and disposed of, it also recognizes the ongoing need for
disposal as the population of Ontario increases.

Waste Connections is committed to assisting the province in meeting its diversion goals and
opportunities for Waste Connections to enhance its existing waste diversion activities,
either at source, at the Ridge or elsewhere in Waste Connections' integrated system will be
examined further in the environmental assessment.

The Ridge Landfill also accepts residual waste materials from many other independent
Ontario companies. Waste materials being received at the landfill are continually
monitored and for those materials identified and considered recoverable, further discussion
with generators occurs to encourage at-source separation and identify opportunities for
direct transport to recycling/organic waste recovery facilities. Where possible, the identified
materials are also diverted from landfill disposal to a designated area at the landfill for
further material segregation.

As a private company Waste Connections does not have authority to require its customers
to reduce, reuse or recycle. Waste Connections does however work with its customers to
encourage and assist them in increasing the quantity of waste they recycle. Ridge only
accepts residual waste, following waste diversion processes.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns
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Waste Connections strives to be a good neighbour, and appreciates the comment.

Have lived beside the landfill since its creation and have had
no complaints and built a good relationship and hope to
continue this in the future.
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Requests regarding employment opportunities were received. Specific inquiries related to employment are addressed on a case by case basis and
available positions. To view current availabilities, please visit:
http://www.progressivewaste.com/en/company/careers

Asked about potential to ‘give land back’ to the community at There are situations where lands associated with closed landfills have been repurposed to
time of site closure.
provide a beneficial use to the community. The opportunity to accomplish this at the Ridge
Landfill can be considered during preparation of a closure plan. It is noted that this would
happen once landfilling at the site had ceased.

Visual impact assessment will be conducted as part of the EA study which will identify and
assess potential areas of impact. Landscape plans/visualization will be developed to provide
screening to minimize visual impact from the proposed expansion.

Concerned about the view from our property.

Was listed as supportive of berm. This is incorrect. Berms do mitigation will be proposed which could include planting vegetation on berms.
not make a difference unless you are right beside the landfill.

Comments and Concerns Received

Public Consultation
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Indigenous Communities Consultation
Consultation with Indigenous Communities is an important part of conducting an EA. Engagement with
First Nations and Métis provides an avenue to understand their perspectives regarding the Project.
Waste Connections can then incorporate their issues and concerns into the EA and work with Indigenous
Communities to find ways to avoid or mitigate issues.

4.1

Potentially Interested Indigenous Communities
During the ToR development, Waste Connections worked with the MOECC to identify Indigenous
Communities that may have a territorial interest in the Ridge Landfill. The environmental screening
process in 2011 provided an initial list of Indigenous Community contacts. This initial contact list was
vetted through the MOECC and a final list was established. The Indigenous Communities contacted as
part of the proposed Ridge Landfill Expansion ToR include:
• Caldwell First Nations;
• Chiefs of Ontario;
• Chippewas of the Thames First Nation;
• Moravian of the Thames;
• Munsee-Delaware Nation;
• Oneida Nation of the Thames;
• Walpole Island First Nation;
• Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
• Métis Nation of Ontario; and
• Aamjiwnaang First Nation.
These Indigenous Communities and organizations will continue to be engaged during the EA and the
MOECC will be consulted during the EA for any updates to this list.

4.2

Correspondence with Indigenous Communities
In recognition of the special interests associated with Indigenous Communities, Waste Connections
retained Counsel Public Affairs Inc., specifically Mr. John Beaucage, a well-respected First Nation leader
to lead the engagement process. There were five points of contact with the above noted Indigenous
Communities during the course of the ToR development. In each of the above instances, a letter was
mailed to the community followed by an email with an attached letter. Letters and emails were sent so
that the Chiefs of the Indigenous Communities received notice of public Open Houses before
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announcements were made through the local media. The following explains each point of contact;
letters are included in Appendix F.
• April 7, 2016 – Introductory letters were sent to the Chiefs of each of the Indigenous Communities.
These letters were distributed in advance of the Project’s formal announcement to inform them of
the upcoming announcement and offer to meet.
• April 18, 2016 – A second letter was distributed to inform Indigenous Communities of the formal
announcement of the Project and outline the EA process.
• May 11, 2016 – A third letter was distributed to inform Indigenous Communities of the results of
the first Open House, and make them aware of the date of the second Open House.
• June 16, 2016 – A letter was distributed to inform the Indigenous Communities of the second Open
House and availability of the draft ToR for public review.
• November 14, 2016 – A Notice of Submission was distributed.
• September 11, 2017 – A letter was distributed notifying Indigenous Communities of the voluntary
withdrawal of the Terms of Reference.
• January 2, 2018 – A Notice of Submission for the December 2017 Terms of Reference was
distributed to the Indigenous Communities notifying them of the formal review period.
The letters requested the communities to contact John Beaucage if they wanted an in-person meeting.
John Beaucage personally contacted Walpole Island and Caldwell First Nation by telephone when they
expressed interest in meeting. In total there were two phone conversations with the Administrative
Assistant at Caldwell First Nation, and two phone conversations with Dr. Dean Jacobs at Walpole Island
First Nation. Meetings were held with the Caldwell First Nation and Walpole Island First Nation as
follows:
• June 27, 2016 meeting with Caldwell First Nations: An overview of the Project was provided. The
Caldwell First Nation and Waste Connections discussed the stormwater management facility that
would be sized during detailed design phase of the Project including the controlled runoff of
surface water into five ponds and the treatment of water prior to release. Potential sponsorship
and employment opportunities for Caldwell citizens were also discussed. Interest was expressed in
a tour of the Ridge Landfill. Follow-up contact was made regarding the tour.
• June 28, 2016 meeting with Walpole Island First Nation (WIFN): An overview of the Project was
provided. WIFN emphasized the importance of maintaining hunting and fishing rights, as well as
their interest in having a partnership role in the Project. WIFN noted that they have some in-house
data that could be used to assess potential impacts from the Project. A representative from the
WIFN attended the second Open House on June 28, 2016.
Meeting minutes from the above meetings can be found in Appendix F.
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Response to Indigenous Communities Comments
During the Project team’s meetings with the communities in the area, our talks were cordial and
productive, and no assertion of claim was raised during any discussions.
In addition to the meetings with Walpole Island and Caldwell First Nations noted above, there was only
one comment received leading up to the submission of the November 2016 ToR. The Chippewas of the
Thames First Nation identified no concerns and want to be informed if there are any substantive
changes to the Project. The letter received can be found in Appendix F. Comments received following
the submission of the draft ToR in June 2016, and the ToR in November 2016 can be found in later
sections of this document.

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference (Amended)
February 2017

26

5.0

5.0

Agency Consultation

Agency Consultation
Throughout the ToR development, regulatory, local and other agencies were invited to participate and
provide comments. Waste Connections reached out to key agencies to solicit their input where
appropriate. The objectives of consultation with agencies was to inform them of the Project,
understand their issues and obtain their feedback on the data collection, evaluation and assessment
steps proposed for inclusion in the EA. As noted in Section 2.1, local, provincial and federal agencies
were included on the Project contact list and received all Project notices.

5.1

Municipal and Agency Meetings
Waste Connections proactively set up meetings with the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and local,
provincial and federal agencies that were expected to have an interest in the Project and who may have
important information related to completion of the EA. The following sections document the meetings
that were held during the development of the November ToR. Specific comments raised at these
meetings can be found in Section 5.1 and meeting minutes are included in Appendix G.
5.1.1

Ministry of Environment and Climate Change

The Project Team met with the MOECC at their Toronto office on December 16, 2015, June 6, 2016 and
September 27, 2016. The first meeting included MOECC representatives from the EA Branch and the
District. An overview of the Ridge Landfill and the proposed expansion was provided, including a
discussion of the need for additional disposal capacity. The key purpose of this meeting was to ensure
that the MOECC understood the rationale for the proposed approach for the ToR, specifically Waste
Connections’ intention to submit a focused ToR. Waste Connections also reached out to the MOECC for
guidance on stakeholder consultation as this was one of the top priorities of the Project Team. A second
meeting was held on June 6, 2016 to update MOECC on the status of the ToR development and the
timing of the release of the draft ToR for review. This meeting included representatives from the EA
Branch. Discussions with MOECC staff were also held in person on September 27 th and by phone on
October 17th to discuss specific comments on the draft ToR.
5.1.2

Municipality of Chatham-Kent

Waste Connections provides waste management services to the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and over
the years has developed a very strong relationship with the Municipality. As such, Waste Connections
set up an advance meeting with members of the municipal Engineering and Planning Departments to
discuss the proposed expansion and the Project announcement. The meeting with the Municipality was
held on March 30, 2016.
An advance meeting was also held with the Mayor of the Municipality on March 30, 2016 to ensure he
was aware of the Project and informed of Waste Connections’ intentions for the future of the Ridge
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Landfill and commitment to a continued good relationship with the municipality and landfill neighbours.
This meeting was also held on March 30, 2016.
Waste Connections has also met informally with local councillors including the Ward 2 Councilor where
the landfill is located. Local councillors are also on the Ridge Community Liaison Committee which is
kept up to date on the Project.
A meeting was held on October 6th, 2016 with staff from the Municipality’s Planning Department to
confirm amendments to the Official Plan and Zoning by-law that may be required and to discuss timing.
5.1.3

Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority

The Project Team met with the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority (LTVCA) on March 30, 2016
at their office in Chatham, Ontario. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the Project, discuss
the Ridge Landfill site and go over the proposed expansion and EA work. LTVCA’s main interest in the
Project will be the stormwater management system.
5.1.4

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry

The Project Team initially met with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) at their office
in Aylmer, Ontario on April 5, 2016. The focus of discussion at this meeting related to the existing onsite woodlots. With the proposed expansion it is anticipated that one or both of the SE and SW
woodlots may be removed. The team met with the MNRF to obtain input on the studies that would be
required during the EA to assess the habitat within these woodlots and MNRF’s expectations regarding
compensation should the woodlots be removed.
A second meeting with MNRF was held on September 8, 2016 in their Aylmer office. The purpose of the
meeting was to review the results of environmental field work, including acoustic bat detection surveys.
The MNRF agreed with the results of the survey, that the SW woodlot is not considered significant
wildlife habitat, nor does it provide habitat for species at risk, and that the SE woodlots provides habitat
for species at risk bats, and is also considered significant wildlife habitat.
Should removal of the SE woodlot be required based on the preferred site development alternative,
Waste Connections would need to apply for an overall benefit permit under the Endangered Species Act,
2007 prior to removal. The conditions of the permit would be determined in a separate parallel process
with the MNRF. Other approvals (e.g., Planning Act approvals for Official Plan or Zoning By-law
amendments would need to be in place prior to MNRF’s issuance of the permit).
5.1.5

Chatham-Kent Municipal Airport and Transport Canada

The Project Team met with the Chatham-Kent Municipal Airport Manager and Municipality of ChathamKent staff who oversee the airport on May 12, 2016. The existing Ridge Landfill site is within 800 metres
of the airport and the two facilities have co-existed for over 25 years. The main concern associated with
the airport relates to birds and nuisance wildlife that could come into contact with aircraft. As the
proposed expansion is moving away from the airport, it was identified to be of limited concern assuming
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existing bird management practices are continued. Airport staff indicated that they would prefer to see
any necessary woodlot compensation areas as far away from the airport as possible. The proposed
expansion would require an extension to the existing Transport Canada zoning exemption. The
Chatham-Kent Airport Manager and the Project Team have reached out to Transport Canada to obtain
their input on the Project and confirm the requirements to get an extension to the current exemption.
5.2

Response to Agency Comments
Table 4 provides an overview of the agency comments received during the development of the ToR.
Also included in the table is Waste Connections’ response to these comments identifying how they will
be considered in the EA. Comments received following the submission of the draft ToR in June 2016,
and the ToR in November 2016 can be found in later sections of this document.

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference (Amended)
February 2017

29

Waste Connections is committed to assisting the province in meeting
its diversion goals and opportunities for Waste Connections to
enhance its existing waste diversion activities, either at source, at the
Ridge or elsewhere in Waste Connections' integrated system will be
examined further in the environmental assessment.

Waste Connections will address climate change in the EA, both in how
the landfill will minimize the release of greenhouse gases and how the
landfill design will adapt to changing climate conditions. See Section
2.2 of the ToR.

MOECC noted that they expect diversion to be considered in the alternative
methods evaluation.

The MOECC indicated that new climate change guidance would be issued in the
spring of 2016. It was suggested that the EA should address how climate change
will impact the Project as well as how the Project may impact climate change.

Waste Connections intends to consider landfill mining as part of site
development alternative methods. See Section 5.2 of the ToR.
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The evaluation of alternatives should demonstrate consideration of various factors Proposed evaluation criteria consider all aspects of the environment
(not just cost), including social, heritage, and natural environment criteria.
when evaluating site development alternative methods. See
Section 5.2 of the ToR.

It was suggested that landfill mining be considered in the EA.

MOECC to provide updated Government Review Team (GRT) List – Waste
Waste Connections used the updated list as the basis for GRT contact
Connections to notify MOECC prior to publishing the Notice of Commencement to during the ToR development.
ensure GRT is correct.

Waste Connections used the list of Indigenous Communities as
confirmed by MOECC as the basis for contact during the ToR
development.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

MOECC agreed to review and confirm the list of Indigenous Communities.

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC)

Comments and Concerns Received

TABLE 4: SUMMARY OF AGENCY COMMENTS

Agency Consultation
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See Section 6.0 of the ToR for a description of stakeholder
engagement. See Appendix A of the Terms of Reference for
workplans.

MOECC recommended the following be considered in the ToR

Berms are being considered to reduce visual impacts and may also
provide a wind break.
Waste Connections will continue to liaise with the LTVCA during the
EA on matters related to stormwater and drainage.
Waste Connections has reached out to DFO and will continue to liaise
with them during the EA.

Interested in potential windbreak around the property across Erieau Road.

LTVCA’s main interest in the Ridge Landfill Expansion will be the stormwater
system.

It was noted that the CA is no longer an acting agent of DFO and the Waste
Connections would need to do an online review process.
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Waste Connections proposed to plant the north woodland potentially starting in
Waste Connections will continue to liaise with the LTVCA on tree
spring 2017. LTVCA is willing to help with the tree planting, including applying for planting.
grant programs if available. It was noted that there is also an opportunity for
Waste Connections to support other LTVCA planting projects. (i.e. at the SW corner
of Hwy 40 and Hwy 401).

Potential impacts from relocating the Howard Drain to the Scott Drain
will be included in the EA.

Due to potential for relocation of the Howard Drain; LTVCA would like to know if
the Scott Drain can handle the additional capacity.

Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority (LTVCA)

• how stakeholders will be engaged in the Project;
• discussion on how the ToR was modified based on feedback from
stakeholders; and
• include a summary of the work plans for each environmental component
(i.e., air) to define the studies that will be completed, timing, testing, how the
results will be reviewed, etc.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

Comments and Concerns Received

Agency Consultation
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Consideration of Comments and Concerns

During the EA, the Waste Connections will continue to liaise with the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent to confirm land use approval
requirements for the Project along with appropriate timing and
consultation coordination.
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Woodlands – If an OPA for woodland removal is needed, CK would like to fully
Waste Connections agree to provide studies completed on the on-site
understand the rationale for tree removal and whether compensation is planned. woodlots at the appropriate time.
It was noted that meetings with MNRF have been held about the woodlot and
specific studies completed as well as compensation plans would be required as
part of the complete application for amendment. It was noted that clarification
has been received from MNRF that approval/approval in principle for OPA and
zoning changes will be required before MNRF will consider issuing any Endangered

Chatham Airport – Waste Connections indicated that there will be discussions with Waste Connections has followed-up with both TC and the ChathamTransport Canada (TC) regarding the airport zoning exemption. It was noted that Kent airport manager.
TC is mainly concerned with meeting height limits and bird control.

Planning Approvals - The proposed expansion will require Planning Act approval as
some of the expanded site is outside of the area zoned for landfill. Once the
preferred site development alternative is known for the expansion, the Planning
Act process can be initiated. The application can be put forward once the EA is
submitted to MOECC. Chatham-Kent planning staff indicated that public meetings
required for the Planning Act can be held at the same time as the EA public
meetings.

Waste Connections noted that the MOECC is interested in higher diversion in the Waste Connections is committed to assisting the province in meeting
province and that the Project will consider further diversion opportunities with C-K. its diversion goals and opportunities for Waste Connections to
enhance its existing waste diversion activities, either at source, at the
Ridge or elsewhere in Waste Connections' integrated system will be
examined further in the environmental assessment.

The need for the proposed expansion was discussed along with the Chatham-Kent It was confirmed that the ToR will include a demonstration of the
Official Plan requirement to demonstrate that the current facility is within 10 years need/opportunity for additional capacity. See Section 3.2 of the ToR.
of the expected site life.

Municipality of Chatham-Kent (CK)

Comments and Concerns Received

Agency Consultation
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Mayor and councillors were notified of the Project immediately prior
to the formal public announcement to ensure they had the
information needed to advise their constituents.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

This timing will be considered in the undertaking of field work and in
the determination of the potential for impacts associated with the
proposed expansion.
The potential need for a wetland evaluation will be considered during
the EA.
Waste Connections will appropriately consider hedgerows in the
evaluation of alternatives and the impact assessment to be completed
during the EA.
Waste Connections will continue to use best practices and MNRF

MNRF noted that Amphibian breeding occurs in April/May.

The swampy area noted on-site may require additional evaluation to determine
whether it should be considered a wetland according to MNRF protocol.

Regarding hedgerow removal MNRF indicated that the requirements depend on
the hedgerow structure and whether there are trees with potential habitats.

The number of stations for bat monitoring was discussed to confirm the field
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Waste Connections will consider the form and function of natural
features during the EA.

MNRF indicated that Waste Connections needs to make sure consideration given
to the form and function of features being removed and that this form and
function is incorporated where features are recreated.

Studies will be undertaken during the EA to characterize the natural
environment conditions on site and in the vicinity. This information
will be used to assess the potential impact of the proposed expansion
on the natural environment. It is noted that there are no ESAs or
MNRF would specifically comment on ESA and wetland features if they exist on-site
wetlands on-site.
as well as providing technical advice on other natural features. MNRF noted that
there is no regulated habitat on site.

MNRF indicated that it is the municipality’s responsibility to determine significant
wildlife habitat. MNRF will provide technical advice and recommendations for
demonstrating no impacts.

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF)

Consultation – The consultation program was discussed and meeting participants
reinforced the importance of making sure the Mayor and councilors were kept
informed of the Project.

Species Act (ESA) permits.

Comments and Concerns Received

Agency Consultation
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guidelines and requirements for conducting field work.

Consideration of Comments and Concerns

Waste Connections will continue discussions with agencies on
potential woodlot enhancement.
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Based on the information provided this Project does not appear to be described in Confirmed applicability of regulations to the Project and agree that the
the Regulations. Requested that the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Project is not subject to a federal environmental assessment.
be removed from the distribution list.
Removed from distribution list.

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency

Information about the Project is being circulated within MTO and comments will be MTO had the opportunity to comment on the draft and final ToR.
sent. A date for providing comments was requested.
When documents are distributed for comment a clear indication of the
due date for comments will be provided.

Ministry of Transportation, West Region

The key concern regarding the landfill’s proximity to the airport relates to the
potential for birds to come into contact with aircraft. It was expressed that they
would prefer to see any necessary woodlot compensation as far away from the
airport as possible.

No concerns raised regarding extending the Transport Canada zoning exemption as Waste Connections will continue to reach out directly to Transport
long as we maintain the height restriction.
Canada.

Chatham-Kent Municipal Airport

protocol. Subsequent to the meeting MNRF confirmed the number of monitoring
stations required.

Comments and Concerns Received

Agency Consultation
34

6.0

6.0

Consultation on the Draft Terms of Reference

Consultation on the Draft Terms of
Reference
The draft ToR and supporting documentation were made available over 30 days for review by
the public and government agencies from June 28, 2016 to July 28, 2016. A notice identifying
the opportunity to review the draft ToR and associated documents was published along with
the notice of the second Open House. The notice was distributed to those on the Project
contact list with an accompanying letter inviting them to review the document and provide
comments to Waste Connections. The letter and notice can be found in Appendix A.
The draft ToR and supporting documentation were posted on the landfill website and available
at the second Open House. In total, twenty (20) draft ToR copies were downloaded from the
website. Review copies were made available at the locations specified in Table 5.
TABLE 5: LOCATIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Change, Environmental Assessment and Windsor Area Office
Approvals Branch
4510 Rhodes Dr., Unit 620
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Windsor, ON, N8W 5K5
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5
Tel: 519-948-1464
Tel: 1-800-461-6290/ 416-314-8001
Monday to Friday: 8:30am – 4:30pm
Monday to Friday: 8:30am – 5:00pm
Chatham Branch, Chatham-Kent Public Library

Blenheim Branch, Chatham-Kent Public Library

120 Queen Street,
Chatham, ON, N7M 2G6
Tel: 519-354-2940
Monday to Thursday: 9:30am - 8:30pm; Friday:
9:30am – 6:00pm;
Saturday: 9:30am – 5:00pm

16 George Street
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
Tel: 519-676-3174
Tuesday and Thursday: 12:00pm-8:00pm,
Wednesday and Friday: 10:00am – 3:00pm;
Saturday: 12:00pm- 4:00pm

Municipality of Chatham-Kent Civic Centre

Online at the Ridge Landfill Website:
www.ridgelandfill.com

315 King St W.
Chatham, ON, N7M 1E9
Tel: 519-360-1998
Monday to Friday: 8:30am – 5:00pm

A downloadable link of the draft ToR and supporting documents was sent by email to staff
from provincial, municipal and federal agency contacts on the Project contact list. A follow-up
email was sent during the review period to remind those stakeholders to provide their input.
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6.0

Consultation on the Draft Terms of Reference

Written comments received on the draft ToR are as follows:
• Chatham-Kent responded on July 26, 2016 stating that they had no comments at this
stage of the process.
• Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority responded on July 27, 2016 stating that the
draft ToR seemed accurate and they had no comments at this point.
• MOECC provided comments from various reviewers including noise, surface water,
groundwater, air quality, and waste, as well as comments from the EA reviewer.
During the review period meetings were held with MOECC to clarify comments received. Key
changes made to the ToR in response to the comments received are described below in Table
6. Complete comment and response tables are available in Appendix H.
TABLE 6: SUMMARY OF KEY CHANGES TO THE DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE

Summary of Changes to Draft ToR
Section
Executive Summary, Section 1

Major Amendments
It was clarified that the expansion was fully encompassed within land
owned by Waste Connections and would not result in further land
acquisition. The size of the Waste Connections property relative to the
current Waste Fill Area and proposed expansion area were also
clarified.

Section 2 - Addressing Relevant Clarification was added to confirm that consideration will be given to
Provincial Legislation, Plans and both climate change mitigation and adaptation. A new subsection
Strategies
related to provincial land use planning policy was added.
Section 2 - Flexibility of the
Terms of Reference

A statement was added to reflect that the information presented in the
ToR is preliminary and will be confirmed during the preparation of the
EA in consultation with the public, Indigenous communities and the
government.

Section 3 - Purpose of the
Project

A statement was added to reflect that final description of the proposed
Undertaking and the rationale for the Project will be confirmed as part
of the EA.

Section 3 - Residential Service
Area

Text was added to clarify that the annual fill rate is proposed to remain
at its current 1.3 million tonnes even with an expansion to the
2
residential service area to all of Ontario.

2

It is noted that the December 2017 ToR includes a residential service area for Chatham-Kent only.

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference (Amended)
February 2017

36

6.0

Consultation on the Draft Terms of Reference

Summary of Changes to Draft ToR
Section 3 – Establishing Need

Additional text was added to the ToR to clarify that the need for the
Project included Waste Connections’ business need to continue service
to their customers in addition to the need for long-term disposal
capacity. It recognized in the ToR that diversion resulting from the
Waste-Free Ontario Act will influence the need for disposal.

Section 4 - Description of the
Environment

A new section was added to provide information on the technical
studies that will be undertaken in the EA to create a more detailed
description of the environment. It was also clarified that the final
detailed description of existing conditions will be provided in the EA.
Text was added to clarify that the EA will consider the cumulative
environmental effects of existing and planned future undertakings.

Section 4 – Consideration of
Past and Future Undertakings

Text was added to clarify that the EA will consider past and future
undertakings when determining the potential for environmental effects
of this Project.

Section 4 - Biology

Text was added to the ToR to acknowledge that there is low forest
cover in Chatham-Kent.

Section 4 – Land Use

Text was added to the ToR to document the policies in the ChathamKent Official Plan that relate to landfilling and potential expansion.

Section 4 & Appendix ASurface Water

The ToR was adjusted to appropriately reflect the drains that receive
flows from the Ridge Landfill. It was clarified that EA investigations will
include water quality, quantity and habitat considerations including a
benthic community inventory. Clarification was also provided that
surface water quality investigations will be undertaken on drains that
transect the site.

Section 4 & Appendix A- Noise

Text was added to clarify the documents that will guide the noise
assessment.

Section 4 & Appendix A Hydrogeology

The ToR was revised to provide clarity on the overall objective of the
hydrogeological assessment.

Section 5 & Appendix A –
Design and Operations

The technical work plan summary was revised to clarify that storm
water and site traffic management will be included in the Design and
Operations plan.

Section 5 – Alternatives to the
Undertaking

This section was revised to consider the full definition of the
environment through a comparative evaluation of Alternatives to.
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6.0

Consultation on the Draft Terms of Reference

Summary of Changes to Draft ToR
Section 5 - Alternative Methods In the Draft ToR criteria for the evaluation of Alternative Methods only
Evaluation Criteria
included those that would help distinguish a difference between
alternatives. The preliminary draft criteria tables were revised to
ensure they reflect all aspects of the environment and indicators were
added.
Section 5 – Enhanced Diversion It was clarified that the enhanced diversion alternatives to be
considered reflected system alternatives and thus would not result in a
3
determination of specific facilities.
Section 5 – Leachate
Management

An assessment of the existing leachate management system, including
the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant and associated piping, to
confirm sufficient capacity for leachate management from an expanded
landfill has been added.

Section 6 - Indigenous
Community Treaty Rights

Text was added confirming that the Project falls within the McKee
Treaty (1790) and all claims by area First Nations have either been dealt
with or have been surrendered at the time of treaty signing.

Section 7 - Commitments and
Monitoring

Section 7 of the ToR was amended to add the following commitments:
• Ongoing consultation Indigenous Communities and agencies.
• Provide minimum of 45 days review and comment period for
public, Indigenous communities and agencies once the draft EA
document is prepared.
• Documentation of all correspondence and input received.

3

The detail on enhanced diversion system alternative methods has been removed from the December 2017 ToR.
However, it is noted that the December 2017 ToR includes a commitment by Waste Connections examine
opportunities to enhance its existing waste diversion activities, either at source, at the Ridge or elsewhere in Waste
Connections' integrated system in the environmental assessment.
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7.0

Terms of Reference Submission

Terms of Reference Submission
As described throughout this report, a combination of public, stakeholder, Indigenous
Communities, and agency input was used to assist the Project Team in preparing the ToR for
the Project. The Terms of Reference was submitted to MOECC in November of 2016.
The review period for the ToR was from November 18, 2016 to December 18, 2016. Notice of
Submission of the ToR notifying people of the availability of the document for review appeared
in local papers on November 16th and 17th (please refer to Table 1 for the list of newspapers).
Letters and emails were sent to all on the contact list for the Project to advise them of the
submission. The Notice of Submission and associated cover letters can be found in Appendix
A.
Copies of the ToR were made available for the public review both electronically on the landfill
website and in hard copy in various community locations as shown in Table 5.
During the formal 30 day review period for the ToR, comments were received from the
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change, Ministry of Natural Resources, Ministry of
Transportation, Walpole Island First Nation4, Aamjiwnaang First Nation and two members of
the public. Generally comments received relate to the EA for the project and will be taken into
consideration at that time. Waste Connections responded to the comments received as shown
in the tables in Appendix I.
Subsequent to the completion of the review period, Waste Connections made revisions and
submitted an amended ToR in February 2017.

4

Subsequent to the 30 day review period emails have been exchanged between Waste Connections and Walpole
Island First Nations as follows: February 2017 emails regarding an appropriate approach for WIFN to provide review
and input related to Species at Risk, April 2017 emails regarding WIFN participation in biological field studies, August
2017 emails regarding WIFN review of the Archaeological report.
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8.0

New Terms of Reference Submission

New Terms of Reference Submission
In the summer of 2017, Waste Connections voluntarily withdrew the ToR to work with the
MOECC to develop this new ToR to better reflect the government’s new Strategy for a Waste
Free Ontario – Building a Circular Economy (February 2017). Meetings were held on June xx
2017 Over the summer and fall a number of meetings were held with the MOECC to confirm
the changes required to the ToR. Minutes meetings held on June 13, 2017 June 21, 2017,
December 6, 2017 and December 12, 2017 are included in Appendix G.
The review period for this new ToR is from January 5, 2018 to February 4, 2018. As was done
previously, the Notice of Submission of the ToR appeared in local newspapers (please refer to
Table 1 for the list of newspapers) and letters and emails were distributed to those on the
contact list to advise them of the opportunity to review the document. The letters provided a
brief explanation of the key differences between this new ToR and the previously submitted
ToR. The Notice of Submission and associated letters can be found in Appendix A.
Copies of the ToR were made available for the public review both electronically on the landfill
website and in hard copy in various community locations as shown in Table 5.
This new ToR has been revised to better align with the waste management vision for the
province and to address comment raised by MOECC. Table 7 provides a summary of key
changes incorporated into this new ToR to address MOECC comments. Comments received
from MOECC and Waste Connections’ responses can be found in tables in Appendix I.
If the ToR is approved by the MOECC, the Project Team will proceed with the EA preparation.
The Consultation Plan for the EA is provided in Section 6 of the ToR.
TABLE 7: KEY CHANGES REFLECTED IN THE DECEMBER 2017 TERMS OF REFERENCE

Key Changes
Additional detail has been provided to clarify the business opportunity that Waste Connections is
fulfilling with the proposed expansion. This includes providing additional rationale for the annual
capacity of 1.3 million tonnes.
The service area for IC&I waste was reduced from the current service area of all on Ontario to
southern and central Ontario.
The service area for residential waste was reduced from the current service area of Municipality of
Chatham-Kent and the surrounding five Counties, to the Municipality of Chatham-Kent only.
The alternatives to the undertaking as outlined in Supporting Document #2 have been refined.
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New Terms of Reference Submission

Key Changes
Specific alternative methods to enhance waste diversion will not be considered as part of the EA;
however, Waste Connections has committed to assisting the province in meeting its diversion goals,
and opportunities for Waste Connections to enhance its existing waste diversion activities, either at
source, at the Ridge or elsewhere in Waste Connections' integrated system will be examined further
in the environmental assessment.
Text was amended to clarify that the final description of the proposed undertaking, and rationale for
the Project will be confirmed in the EA once alternatives have been considered and evaluated.
Text was added to clarify that the timing for the development of a biogas facility has not been
confirmed. It has also been clarified that this facility would not likely be located on the landfill site
and may or may not be owned by Waste Connections and is being considered independently of the
expansion of the landfill to proactively address the landfill gas currently being generated at the Ridge
Landfill. Waste Connections will incorporate an assessment of landfill gas treatment or utilization
alternatives for the expansion into the EA.
Additional text was added to reflect that the Ridge Landfill is within the Traditional Territory of the
Indigenous Communities noted as part of the study and that these Indigenous Communities have
Traditional Territory rights that can be asserted.
Text was added to confirm that as part of the EA, Waste Connections will review the capacity of the
existing off-site forcemain and the Blenheim Wastewater Treatment Plant (Blenheim WWTP) for
managing leachate including assessing other reasonable long term leachate treatment alternatives.
Additional detail was added to explain how cumulative effects would be assessed.
Additional detail was added to confirm how the EA will consider contaminating lifespan.
The EA work plan for Air Quality was revised to include a qualitative analysis of potential odours and
operational changes in greenhouse gases associated with site development alternatives.
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Notices during Terms of Reference
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Summary of Project Contact List
Landowners within 1 km of the site and along the haul route
Ridge Land ll Liaison Commi ee
Ridge Land ll Community Trust
Chatham-Kent Sta
o Mayor Randy Hope
o Ward 2 – Councillor Karen Herman
o Ward 2 – Councillor Trevor Thompson
o Ward 2 – Councillor Frank Vercouteren
o Ward 1 – Councillor Bryon Fluker
o Ward 1 – Councillor Mark Authier
o Ward 3 – Councillor David VanDamme
o Ward 3 – Councillor Steve Pinsonneault
o Ward 4 – Councillor Joe Faas
o Ward 4 – Councillor Leon Leclair
o Ward 5 – Councillor Carmen McGregor
o Ward 5 – Councillor Je Wesley
o Ward 6 – Councillor Michael Bondy
o Ward 6 – Councillor Darrin Canni
o Ward 6 – Councillor Brock McGregor
o Ward 6 – Councillor Bob Myers
o Ward 6 – Councillor Derek Robertson
o Ward 6 – Councillor Doug Sulman
Provincial Elected O cials
o MPP (Chatham-Kent Essex) Rick Nicholls
o Minister Glen Murray
o Senior Policy Advisor Colin O’Meara
Federal Elected O cials
o MP (Chatham-Kent Essex) Dave VanKesteren
Adjacent Municipali es
o Lambton County - Clerk
o Middlesex County - Clerk
o Elgin County – Clerk
o Essex County - Clerk
Regulatory Agencies
o Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural A airs
o Ministry of Municipal A airs and Housing
o Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
o Ministry of Transporta on
o Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
o Municipal of Chatham-Kent
o Aboriginal A airs and Northern Development Canada
o Environment Canada
o Transport Canada
o Fisheries and Oceans Canada
o Lower Thames Valley Conserva on Authority
o Chatham-Kent, ON-Kent Fire Department
o Ontario Provincial Police
o Chatham-Kent, ON-Kent Police Services

Summary of Project Contact List
Par cipants during the EA Terms of Reference
Participants from the Ridge Landfill EA expansion project (1997) and the EA process to increase daily/annual waste
inputs (2011)
Indigenous Communi es
o Chiefs of Ontario
o Caldwell First Na ons
o Chippewas of the Thames First Na on
o Ke le and Stoney Point First Na on
o Moravian of the Thames
o Munsee-Delaware Na on
o Oneida Na on of the Thames
o Walpole Island First Na on
o Me s Na on of Ontario
o Aamjiwnaang First Na on
Stakeholders
o BIA Blenheim
o Chatham-Kent Chamber of Commerce
o Thomson Seed
o Union Gas
o Community Living Chatham-Kent
o Golden Kiwanis
o Rotary Club
o Kent Federa on of Agriculture
Local District School Boards
PWS Local Suppliers

Notice of Public Open House & Draft Terms of Reference
Proposed Ridge Landfill Expansion EA
Progressive Waste Solutions Canada Inc. (PWS)
is undertaking a study under the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) to expand the existing
Ridge Landfill to provide long term residual waste
disposal capacity.
PWS would like to thank everyone who attended
our first Public Open House on May 3, 2016. It
provided us an opportunity to introduce the
proposed Ridge Landfill expansion environmental
assessment project. Community input to date has
helped us better understand your perspectives on
the Ridge Landfill. A copy of the information
presented at the first Open House
can be found at:
http://www.ridgelandfill.com/news
You are Invited to a Public Open House!
We would like to take this
opportunity to invite you to a second
Open House for this project.

Time & Date: June 28, 2016 from 5:00pm - 8:00pm
Location:
94 George St., Blenheim, ON

The second Public Open House for the proposed Ridge
Landfill expansion will provide more information on the
The Draft Terms of Reference
technical work that is proposed for the EA. Come find
As part of the EAA process, a draft
out more about the studies that will be done, the
Terms of Reference (ToR) has been
alternatives that will be considered and how you can
prepared. This document sets the
continue to stay involved throughout the EA.
framework for addressing the EAA
requirements,
including
the
alternatives that will be considered,
criteria proposed for the evaluation of alternatives, the technical work that will be undertaken, and the
public consultation activities that will be carried out.
The draft ToR will be available for a 30 day public review beginning on June 28, 2016 and ending on
July 28, 2016. You may review the draft ToR at the following locations:
Ministry of the Environment and Climate
Change, Environmental Assessment and
Approvals Branch
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5
Tel: 1-800-461-6290/ 416-314-8001
Monday to Friday: 8:30am 5:00pm

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Windsor Area Office
4510 Rhodes Dr., Unit 620
Windsor, ON, N8W 5K5
Tel: 519-948-1464
Monday to Friday: 8:30am 4:30pm

Chatham Branch, Chatham-Kent Public Library
120 Queen Street,
Chatham, ON, N7M 2G6
Tel: 519-354-2940
Monday to Thursday: 9:30am - 8:30pm; Friday:
9:30am 6:00pm;
Saturday: 9:30am 5:00pm

Blenheim Branch, Chatham-Kent Public Library
16 George Street
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
Tel: 519.676.3174
Tuesday and Thursday: 12:00pm-8:00pm, Wednesday and
Friday: 10:00am 3:00pm;
Saturday: 12:00pm- 4:00pm

Municipality of Chatham-Kent Civic Centre
315 King St W.
Chatham, ON, N7M 1E9
Tel: 519-360-1998
Monday to Friday: 8:30am 5:00pm

Online at the Ridge Landfill Website:
www.ridgelandfill.com

Written comments regarding the draft ToR must be received by July 28, 2016. All comments should be
submitted to:
Cathy Smith, Project Manager
Through the Ridge website
OR
Progressive Waste Solutions Canada Inc.
at www.ridgelandfill.com
T: 519-676-5000
Email: cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com
All comments received by July 28, 2016 will be incorporated in the final ToR. For any information
regarding the project, please feel free to visit our website at www.ridgelandfill.com
Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless
otherwise stated in the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and
property location included in a submission will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be
released, if requested, to any person.

Notice published June 16, 2016.

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

June 15, 2016

Dear Resident
We wanted to update you on our progress towards completing the Terms of Reference for the proposed
expansion of the Ridge Landfill.
Today we’re advertising a second Open House which is scheduled for June 28 th at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George
Street in Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The focus of the second Open House is to provide and obtain input
on the technical work that is proposed for the Environmental Assessment, specifically the studies that will be
conducted, and the proposed evaluation criteria to assess alternative methods of development. Attached is a
copy of the notice for the Open House.
This follows our first Open House that took place on May 3 rd. Nearly 60 people attended and met with the
project team to discuss how the landfill is designed, constructed and operated, the landfill’s current
environmental management systems, community partnerships with local organizations, and the regulatory
process for the proposed expansion. A copy of the information panels at the Open House can be seen at
http://www.ridgelandfill.com/our-future-plans
In addition to the Open House, June 28th marks the date at which we will be releasing our draft Terms of
Reference for public and government agency review. This review will be for 30 days ending July 28, 2016. All
comments received by July 28 will be considered for the final Terms of Reference which will be submitted to
the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change. The draft Terms of Reference will be available in hard copy
for public review at locations throughout the Municipality of Chatham-Kent. An electronic version of the
document will also be available for download from our website. We will continue to keep you informed
throughout this process. If you have any questions or comments, please call us at (519) 676-5000 or visit our
website - www.ridgelandfill.com.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager
Ridge Landfill Expansion

Tim Kozlof
District Manager
Ridge Landfill
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October 18, 2016
Drilling Notice
Dear Resident,
I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions plans to begin a hydrogeological drilling program
at the Ridge Landfill commencing the week of October 17.
The drilling is part of pre-Environmental Assessment field work to confirm existing environmental
conditions. Drilling will occur on buffer lands adjacent to the landfill operation and will involve six wells:
one on Erieau Road; three along Allison Line; and, two along Charing Cross Road. The drilling program
will also include the installation of an additional six leachate quality testing wells on-site. The program
should be completed before the end of the year.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

November 14, 2016
Letter to Elected Officials
Dear,
I want to personally advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) has submitted its final Terms of
Reference (ToR) to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change for their approval to proceed with
an Environmental Assessment (EA) of our proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill. The ToR will be
available for review beginning on November 18, 2016 and ending on December 18, 2016. The final ToR
can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed on the
included Notice of Submission.
We have also advised our immediate neighbours, residents within a one-kilometer radius of our landfill
and those along the designated haul route from the interchange of Highways 401 and 40 to the Ridge
Landfill. During the ToR review period, we intend to continue meeting with our neighbours to discuss
their issues of concern.
Subject to approval of the ToR, PWS will be undertaking an EA which will look at different ways to
develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental effects and how those effects could be
mitigated. During the EA, we will continue to consult with elected officials, our immediate neighbours
and other stakeholders.
If you have any immediate questions or comments, I would be pleased to meet and discuss our future
plans as well as any issues with the current landfill operation.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

November 14, 2016
Letter to Stakeholders
Dear Stakeholder,
I want to personally advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) has submitted its final Terms of
Reference (ToR) to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change for their approval to proceed with
an Environmental Assessment (EA) of our proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill. The ToR will be
available for review beginning on November 18, 2016 and ending on December 18, 2016. The final ToR
can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed on the
included Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the ToR, PWS will be undertaking an EA which will look at different ways to
develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental effects and how those effects could be
mitigated. During the EA, we will continue to consult with our immediate neighbours and other
stakeholders to discuss issues of concern as well as opportunities to further enhance the socio economic
well-being of the local neighbouring communities.
If you have any immediate questions or comments, I would be pleased to meet and discuss our future
plans as well as any issues with the current landfill operation.

Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

November 14, 2016
Letter to Landowners;
Dear Resident,
I want to personally advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) has submitted its final Terms of
Reference (ToR) to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change for their approval to proceed with
an Environmental Assessment (EA) of our proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill. The ToR will be
available for review beginning on November 18, 2016 and ending on December 18, 2016. The final ToR
can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed on the
included Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the ToR, PWS will be undertaking an EA which will look at different ways to
develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental effects and how those effects could be
mitigated. During the EA, we will continue to consult with our immediate neighbours and other
stakeholders to discuss issues of concern as well as opportunities to further enhance the socio economic
well-being of the local neighbouring communities.
If you have any immediate questions or comments, I would be pleased to meet and discuss our future
plans as well as any issues with the current landfill operation.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

November 14, 2016
Residents on Haul Route;
Dear
I want to personally advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) has submitted its final Terms of
Reference (ToR) to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change for their approval to proceed with
an Environmental Assessment (EA) of our proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill. The ToR will be
available for review beginning on November 18, 2016 and ending on December 18, 2016.
The final ToR can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed
on the included Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the ToR, PWS will be undertaking an EA which will look at different ways to
develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental effects and how those effects could be
mitigated. During the EA, we will continue to consult with our immediate neighbours and other
stakeholders to discuss issues of concern as well as opportunities to further enhance the socio-economic
well-being of the local surrounding communities.
If you have any immediate questions or comments, I would be pleased to meet and discuss our future
plans as well as any issues with the current landfill operation.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

November 14, 2016
Residents on Property
Dear
As a resident on the Ridge Landfill property, I want to personally advise you that Progressive Waste
Solutions (PWS) has submitted its final Terms of Reference (ToR) to the Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change for their approval to proceed with an Environmental Assessment (EA) of our proposed
expansion of the Ridge Landfill. The ToR will be available for review beginning on November 18, 2016
and ending on December 18, 2016.
The final ToR can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed
on the included Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the ToR, PWS will be undertaking an EA which will look at different ways to
develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental effects and how those effects could be
mitigated. During the EA, we will continue to consult with our immediate neighbours and other
stakeholders to discuss issues of concern as well as opportunities to further enhance the socio-economic
well-being of the local surrounding communities.
If you have any immediate questions or comments, I would be pleased to meet and discuss our future
plans as well as any issues with the current landfill operation.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

November 14, 2016
Residents within 1km Study Area;
Dear,
As a neighbor, I want to personally advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) has submitted its
final Terms of Reference (ToR) to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change for their approval to
proceed with an Environmental Assessment (EA) of our proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill. The
ToR will be available for review beginning on November 18, 2016 and ending on December 18, 2016.
The final ToR can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed
on the included Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the ToR, PWS will be undertaking an EA which will look at different ways to
develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental effects and how those effects could be
mitigated. During the EA, we will continue to consult with our immediate neighbours and other
stakeholders to discuss issues of concern as well as opportunities to further enhance the socio-economic
well-being of the local surrounding communities.
If you have any immediate questions or comments, I would be pleased to meet and discuss our future
plans as well as any issues with the current landfill operation.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
519.358.2860
Cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com

January 2, 2018
Residents/Stakeholders

I am writing to you today to advise you of a few developments with respect to the Ridge Landfill. First, we voluntarily
withdrew our proposed Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed expansion of the
Ridge Landfill in August, 2017. This was to enable us to work with the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
(MOECC) so that our Terms of Reference reflected the government’s Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario, which was
unveiled after we submitted our first Terms of Reference.
Second, we are planning for the proposed Term of Reference to be submitted to the MOECC on January 5th, 2018. It will
reflect changes to the service area for the Ridge Landfill including a reduction of the industrial, commercial and
institutional (IC&I) waste service area from all of Ontario to a service area of southern and central Ontario; and a
residential waste service area of Chatham-Kent only. The Terms of Reference will also provide more information on the
scope of work to be conducted in the EA with respect to waste diversion as well as other environmental work plans
pertaining to the proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill.
The Terms of Reference will be available for review beginning on January 5th, 2018 until February 4 th, 2018. The Terms
of Reference can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed on the included
Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the Terms of Reference by MOECC, Waste Connections will be undertaking an Environmental
Assessment (EA), which will look at different ways to develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental
effects and how those effects could be mitigated. If approved, there will be a number of opportunities to keep you
advised and for you to provide feedback during the EA process.
The other development for the Ridge Landfill is a change in our corporate ownership. Because of the merger of
Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) with Waste Connections Inc. in June 2016, PWS has changed its name to Waste
Connections of Canada. We want to assure you as we unite under the Waste Connections banner, we will remain the
same, dependable partner committed to being a good neighbor and a responsible corporate citizen.
If you have any questions or comments, please call me at 519.358.2860 or I can be reached at
cathy.smith@wasteconnections.com. Please also visit our website – www.ridgelandfill.com.

Sincerely,
Cathy Smith H.B.A., M.A., ENV SP
Project Manager - Ridge Landfill Expansion

January 2, 2018
Elected Officials

As you are aware Waste Connections voluntarily withdrew its Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment
(EA) for the proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill in August, 2017. This was to enable us to work with the Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) so that our Terms of Reference reflected the government’s Strategy for a
Waste Free Ontario, which was unveiled after we submitted our first Terms of Reference.
We are planning for the Terms of Reference to be submitted to the MOECC on January 5th, 2018. It will reflect changes
to the service area for the Ridge Landfill including a reduction of the industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I) waste
service area from all of Ontario to a service area of southern and central Ontario; and a residential waste service area of
Chatham-Kent only. The Terms of Reference will also provides more information on the scope of work to be conducted
in the EA with respect to waste diversion as well as other environmental work plans pertaining to the proposed
expansion of the Ridge Landfill.
The Terms of Reference will be available for review beginning on January 5 th, 2018 until February 4th, 2018. The Terms of
Reference can be viewed on our website, www.ridgelandfill.com, or at any of the locations detailed on the included
Notice of Submission.
Subject to approval of the Terms of Reference by MOECC, Waste Connections will be undertaking an Environmental
Assessment (EA), which will look at different ways to develop the expanded facility, the potential for environmental
effects and how those effects could be mitigated. If approved, there will be a number of opportunities to keep you
advised and for you to provide feedback during the EA process.
If you have any questions or comments, please call me at 519.358.2860 or I can be reached at
cathy.smith@wasteconnections.com. Please also visit our website – www.ridgelandfill.com.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith H.B.A., M.A., ENV SP
Project Manager - Ridge Landfill Expansion

Notice of Submission of Terms of Ridge Landfill Expansion
Environmental Assessment, Waste Connections of Canada
As part of the planning process for the Ridge
Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment,
a terms of reference was submitted to the
Ministry of the Environment and Climate
Change for review as required under the
Environmental Assessment Act. If approved, the
terms of reference will serve as a framework for
the preparation and review of the environmental
assessment for the proposed undertaking.
Waste Connections of Canada Inc. (Waste
Connections) formerly Progressive Waste
Solutions Canada Inc., is proposing to
undertake a study under the Environmental
Assessment Act (EAA) to expand the existing
Ridge Landfill to provide residual waste disposal
capacity for industrial, commercial and
institutional waste in southern and central
Ontario and residential waste in Chatham-Kent
over a 20 year planning period.
Waste Connections voluntarily withdrew its previous terms of reference and is submitting a new terms of reference) to
better reflect the Ontario government’s Strategy for a Waste Free Ontario – Building the Circular Economy (February
2017).
Review the Terms of Reference
The terms of reference will be available for review beginning on January 5, 2018 and ending on February 4, 2018. You
may review the terms of reference at the following locations:
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change,
Environmental Assessment & Permissions Branch
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5
Tel: 1-800-461-6290 / 416-314-8001
Monday to Friday: 8:30am – 5:00pm

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Windsor Area Office
4510 Rhodes Dr., Unit 620
Windsor, ON, N8W 5K5
Tel: 519-948-1464
Monday to Friday: 8:30am – 4:30pm

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Southwest Region Office (temporary location)
3232 White Oak Road, 3rd Floor
London ON N6E 1L8
Tel: 519-873-5000 / 1-800-265-7672
Monday to Friday: 8:30 to 4:30pm

Chatham Branch, Chatham-Kent Public Library
120 Queen Street,
Chatham, ON, N7M 2G6
Tel: 519-354-2940
Monday to Thursday: 9:30am - 8:30pm;
Friday: 9:30am – 6:00pm; Saturday: 9:30am – 5:00pm

Blenheim Branch, Chatham-Kent Public Library
16 George Street
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
Tel: 519.676.3174
Tuesday and Thursday: 12:00pm-8:00pm; Wednesday
and Friday: 10:00am – 3:00pm; Saturday: 12:00pm4:00pm

Municipality of Chatham-Kent Civic Centre
315 King St W.
Chatham, ON, N7M 1E9
Tel: 519-360-1998
Monday to Friday: 8:30am – 5:00pm

Online at the Ridge Landfill Website: www.ridgelandfill.com
Your written comments regarding the ToR must be
received before February 4, 2018. All comments
should be submitted to:
Carolyn Lee
Project Officer
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
Environmental Assessment and Permissions Branch
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5
Tel: 416-212-4279/1-800-461-6290
Fax: 416-314-8452
Email: Carolyn.Lee@ontario.ca

A copy of all comments will be forwarded to Waste
Connections for consideration.
For further information regarding the project, please
contact:
Cathy Smith, Project Manager
Waste Connections of Canada.
20262 Erieau Road,
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519-676-5000
Email: Cathy.Smith@wasteconnections.com

or visit our website at www.ridgelandfill.com
For any information regarding the project, please feel free to visit our website at www.ridgelandfill.com
All personal information included in a submission – such as name, address, telephone number and property location – is collected,
maintained and disclosed by the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change for the purpose of transparency and consultation.
The information is collected under the authority of the Environmental Assessment Act or is collected and maintained for the purpose of
creating a record that is available to the general public as described in s.37 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.
Personal information you submit will become part of a public record that is available to the general public unless you request that your
personal information remain confidential. For more information, please contact the Project Officer or the Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change Freedom of Information and Privacy Coordinator at (416) 327-1434.

Notice published January 3, 2018
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Open House Materials
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February 2017

Proposed Ridge Landfill Expansion
May 3, 2016 Public Open House

Comment Form
Your input is important to Progressive Waste Solutions. Please take a moment to fill out this
comment form.
1. How did you hear about this Open House? (please select one option)
Newspaper Advertisement
Word of Mouth
Letter
Other:________________________
2. Were you provided with enough information at this Open House to understand the
project?
Yes
Somewhat
No
Please Explain why:
3. Please provide any comments on the proposed Ridge Landfill Expansion.

4. Please complete if you would like to be added to the contact list for this project:
Name
Address
Email

Phone

Thank you for your input.
Your completed form can be mailed/emailed to:
Or you can contact us through our website.

Cathy Smith, Project Manager
Progressive Waste Solutions Canada Inc.
email: cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com
20262 Erieau Road, PO Box 1871, Blenheim,
Ontario, N0P 1A0
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MEETING MINUTES
Subject:
Date and Time:
Location:
Our File:

Chamber of Commerce
July 27th, 2016
Chatham-Kent
15-2456

endees
Cathy Smith
Gail Bishop

Progressive Waste Solutions
Chamber of Commerce, President

Notes
Item

Discussion

1.

Cathy Smith walked Gail Bishop, Chamber of Commerce
President and CEO, through a hardcopy presentation of
the expansion project.

2.

A key focus of discussion was waste diversion in general
and ultimately improved recycling/greater segregation of
recyclables in the downtown.

2.1.1.

3.

3.1.

4.

Action By

Cathy discussed the intent during the EA to collaborate
with Chatham-Kent on ways to improve recycling
programs and that favourable discussions have been held
with Rick Kucera on that matter.
Discussion was had on the economic significance of the
project to local businesses with respect to the alternative
of what would likely be a more costly option of shipping
waste out of Chatham-Kent (versus the expansion.
Discussed other local economic benefits of supply of
goods and services by local businesses to the Ridge
Landfill.
Gail asked what role the Chamber could have, Cathy
suggested that the Chamber stay informed and could
respond to basic inquiry/discussion as it relates to the
expansion and the benefits of the expansion (as described
above) and further that the Chamber now was aware of
how to contact PWS should any Chamber members have
inquiries.

DI LL ON C ON SU LTIN G LIM IT ED
235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 800, Toronto, ON M2J 4Y8
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Errors and/or Omissions
These minutes were prepared by Catherine Allan who should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – Kent Federation of Agriculture Project
Introduction Meeting

DATE/TIME:

August 9, 2016 7:30-8:30pm

LOCATION:

University of Guelph Ridgetown Campus Agronomy Building, 120 Main
Street East, Ridgetown ON, N0P 2C0

PRESENT:

Kent Federation of Agriculture: Ron Faubert, Alice Uher, Harry Lawson,
Harvey Handsor, Bill Parks, Scott Kilbride, Mary Anne Udvari, Katrina
Sterling, Mike Vannieywenhuyze, Ken Dawson, Kathy Delanghe
Progressive Waste Solutions: Cathy Smith, Tim Kozlof
Dillon Consulting Limited: Megan Bellamy

Notes
The members of the Kent Federation of Agriculture (KFA), Progressive Waste Solutions
(PWS) and Dillon Consulting introduced themselves.
Cathy introduced PWS as a waste management company whose core services include
hauling, collection and landfilling. PWS also has a strong interest in the production and
utilization of landfill gas, and has a gas utilization facility at their Lachinae landfill in
Quebec.
PWS has a reputation for being a good neighbour in the community and has been
reaching out to local groups (such as KFA) to discuss the proposed expansion of the
landfill and the environmental assessment (EA) process.
Chatham-Kent is the host community for the Ridge Landfill, which has been operating
since 1966. The total area of the site is 738 acres. From 1966-1999, the Old Landfill was
filled. Currently, the West Landfill is being filled. This is expected to be full shortly and
the South Landfill will start to be filled in the next few years. The entirety of the landfill
is expected to reach capacity by 2022.
PWS was asked about height restrictions because of the proximity of the airport and PWS
advised the restriction is 120 feet.
The landfill receives residential waste from Chatham-Kent and industrial, commercial
and institutional (IC&I) waste from Southern Ontario (although is permitted to receive
IC&I waste from all of Ontario). The landfill does not accept hazardous waste, nor does it
accept liquid waste in bulk form.
DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8
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Gas produced by the landfill is collected and flared on-site through gas wells. Each flare
has a capacity to handle 2200 scfm. Union Gas has shown interest in our landfill gas.
There is potential for the gas facility to be placed on the property across the street from
the landfill (Vermey property).
The Ridge Landfill has an active environmental management program that adheres to
strict requirements for groundwater and surface water, as required by the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC). The environmental management system
also addresses litter, odours, and bird management.
Leachate is controlled on the site through a leachate management system. The leachate is
collected and transferred to the Blenheim waste water treatment plant. When asked if the
expanded landfill would produce more leachate than the current system could handle,
PWS indicated that the landfill is actually producing less leachate than in the past, and
that the treatment plant would be able to handle additional volume from an expanded
landfill.
Odour is controlled by collecting and flaring the landfill gas, along with the use of
portable odour machines and by placing daily cover over the active face. When there are
power outages this shuts the flare system down. The daily cover used to address odour
comes from the site, when alternative daily cover cannot be brought in.
PWS was asked if bentonite is used as daily cover and responded that bentonite is not
used as daily cover, but is used to seal boreholes.
Groundwater and surface water are monitored by an independent third party at the
landfill. This has been taking place for well over 30 years with no issues to date.
The Ridge Landfill Community Trust is an independent group that determines where
funding will be spent. The funds have been allocated to Charing Cross and Blenheim and
surrounding areas and have supported projects such as the senior’s centre, a new park in
Blenheim and baseball diamond in Charing Cross. If the landfill were expanded, the
annual fill rate would stay the same. PWS is seeking to amend their permit to receive
residential waste from all of Ontario. Currently, residential waste is only received from
Chatham-Kent.
The provincial government is placing an emphasis on increased waste diversion, but also
recognizes the ongoing need for waste disposal capacity in Ontario in the future. As part
of the EA, PWS is considering adding a public drop-off facility at Ridge. This would
complement the existing Chatham-Kent transfer stations. The percentage of waste that
can be diverted from the landfill per 100 tonnes is dependent on the type of waste that
comes to the landfill. PWS operates to segregate waste at-source, so the waste coming to
the Ridge is residual.
The proposed areas of expansion would all be on PWS-owned property.
When asked about the potential removal of the woodlots on-site, PWS explained that
removed woodlot would be replaced through compensation either on-site or off-site
within the same ecoregion. The KFA expressed support for the fact that this approach is
aligned with the Tree Policy that the KFA contributed to developing.
Dillon provided an overview of the steps in the EA, explaining that the draft Terms of

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8
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Reference (ToR) was under review with the Ministry of the Environment and Climate
Change (MOECC), and that after comments were received, a final ToR would be
submitted to the Ministry for approval. During the EA stage of the project, detailed
studies will be undertaken on a variety of technical subjects including bird hazards,
socioeconomics, noise, air quality, agriculture, biology, etc. The KFA acknowledged that
the agricultural land in the areas adjacent to the landfill is not good quality.
When asked about the proposed work at Hwy 401/Hwy 40 and how this could affect the
haul route, PWS indicated that they understood there would be nightly closures but that
the road would still be available for use during the day.
Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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May 11, 2016
Chief Christopher Plain
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
978 Tashmoo Avenue
Sarnia, Ontario, N7T 7H5
Dear Chief Plain:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Chief Gregory Peters
Moravian of the Thames First Nation
14760 Schoolhouse Line, RR#3
Thamesville, Ontario N0P 2KO
Dear Chief Peters:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Chief Louise Hillier
Caldwell First Nation
P.O. Box 388
Leamington, Ontario
N8H 3W3
Dear Chief Hillier:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Regional Chief Isadore Day
Chiefs of Ontario
111 Peter Street, Suite 804
Toronto, Ontario, M5V 2H1
Dear Regional Chief Day:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Chief Leslee White-Eye
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
320 Chippewa Road
Muncey, Ontario
N0L 1Y0
Dear Chief White-Eye:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Chief Tom Bressette
Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
6247 Indian Lane,
Ontario, N0N 1J1
Dear Chief Bressette:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Mr. Aly N. Alibhai
Director, Lands, Resources and Consultations
Metis Nation of Ontario
75 Sherbourne Street, Suite 311
Toronto, Ontario
M5A 2P9
Dear Mr. Alibhai:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West

May 11, 2016
Chief Roger Thomas
Munsee Deleware Nation
R.R. # 1
Muncey, Ontario, N0L 1Y0
Dear Chief Thomas:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Chief Sheri Doxtator
Oneida of the Thames
2212 Elm Avenue,
Southwold, Ontario N0L 2G0
Dear Chief Doxtator:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

May 11, 2016
Chief Dan Miskokomon
Walpole Island First Nation
Walpole Island Heritage Centre
R.R. #3 Wallaceburg, Ontario
N8A 4K9
Dear Chief Miskokomon:
Re: Ridge Landfill Expansion, Blenheim, Ontario
As a follow up to my earlier letter, I want to advise you that Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) held a
well-attended (60 participants) Open House on May 3 rd at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim
from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. A series of information boards were presented with background information
about PWS, the 50-year history of the Ridge Landfill, its environmental management systems,
alternatives for expansion, the Terms of Reference and Environmental Assessment process and
anticipated process schedule.
As previously mentioned the proposed expansion would provide continued long-term disposal capacity
for Chatham-Kent and will not involve an increase to current annual waste volumes; it is an expansion of
the life of the landfill that would allow operation to continue after 2022. Doing so will allow continued
benefits of the facility to the municipality and the local communities.
At this stage we want to notify you of our plans for a second Open House on June 28 th again to be held
at St. Mary’s Hall, 94 George Street, Blenheim from 5:00 to 8:00 pm. The second Open House will be
held within the mandatory thirty (30) day public and agency review period to commence on or about
June 15th.
Input is important to the development of the expansion plans for the Ridge Landfill and we continue to
welcome an opportunity to meet with you. If you would like to meet to discuss the expansion I kindly
ask that you call me by May 25th to make arrangements. This would enable us to hear your comments
prior to the end of the public and agency review period.
I can be reached at 416-920-0716 ext. 239, by cell phone at 705-746-0638 or at
jbeaucage@counselpa.com.
Respectfully,

John Beaucage
Principal, Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
1606-95 St. Clair Avenue West
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1N6

MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – Project Introduction Meeting

DATE/TIME:

June 27, 2016, 9:00 am to 10:00 am

LOCATION:

14 Orange Street, Leamington, ON N8H 1P5

PRESENT:

Chief Louise Hillier (Caldwell), Councillor Lonnie Dodge (Caldwell),
Councillor Janne Peters (Caldwell), Councillor James Peters (Caldwell),
Mary Frances Duckworth (Caldwell), John Beaucage (Counsel Public
Affairs), Cathy Smith (PWS), Tim Kozlof (PWS), Megan Bellamy (Dillon
Consulting)

Introductions
All attendees introduced themselves, what organization they were representing, and what their
goals were for the meeting.
History of Caldwell First Nation
Point Pelee was the traditional home of the Caldwell. They were burned out by the
RCMP in the 1920’s.
Representatives of the Caldwell First Nation travelled to Ottawa to speak with the
Minister of Indian Affairs and appeal to him to call an election. The current Chief (Chief
Hillier) was elected in 2007.
The Caldwell First Nation purchased their community centre in 2010.
The Caldwell First Nation have shown great resiliency throughout their history, and want
to approach this meeting in the spirit of collaboration with PWS.
Presentation: The Ridge Landfill Expansion
Progressive Waste Solutions Canada Inc. (PWS) is one of the largest waste management
companies in Canada. PWS employs 60 people in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.
The Ridge Landfill has been operating since 1966 and PWS took ownership
approximately 10 years ago. The landfill accepts industrial, commercial and institutional
(IC&I) waste from all of Ontario and residential waste from Chatham-Kent and the
surrounding counties of Essex, Middlesex, Lambton, and Elgin.
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A previous Environmental Assessment (EA) was completed in 1998 to expand the
landfill to its current permitted area. The landfill is now expected to reach capacity by
2022.
The purpose of this EA is to expand the life of the landfill by another 20 years to 2041.
The annual fill rate would remain the same at 1.3 million tonnes per year.
Chief Hillier asked about stormwater management for the new portion of the site. PWS
explained that the stormwater management facility would be sized appropriately during
detailed design and that the current system includes controlled runoff of surface water
into 5 ponds. The water is tested before it is released to a surface drain that runs around
the outside of the landfill. It is noted that surface runoff doesn’t come into contact with
the waste. Water that does come into contact with the waste goes to the Blenheim
wastewater lagoons. It was noted that groundwater quality is also independently
monitored with results submitted to the MOECC annually. This monitoring has been
taking place for over 50 years and has consistently been in compliance with Ministry
standards.
Dillon described the natural environment studies that have taken place so far at the site.
These included botanical surveys, ecological land classification, amphibian and breeding
bird surveys, and bat acoustic monitoring of the southeast and southwest woodlots. The
woodlots are approximately 7 and 4 ha, respectively. PWS offered a tour of the site.
Other Items
Chief Hillier asked what kind of grasses were in the seed mix on the Old Landfill. PWS
will need to confirm but indicated there have been no issues with invasive species.
It was asked if PWS employs any First Nations people locally. PWS indicated that it is
difficult to determine this because they don’t want to ask people to self-identify. Chief
Hillier mentioned that First Nations have had employment at other landfill sites picking
up litter and helping with bird management.
PWS indicated they would reach out to Caldwell First Nation about potential sponsorship
opportunities.
PWS indicated they do educational outreach programs at the University of Guelph’s
Ridgetown campus.
Action Items
Action
Follow up regarding grass seed mix at Ridge.
Follow up regarding potential sponsorship
opportunities.

Responsible Party
PWS
PWS

Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – Project Introduction Meeting

DATE/TIME:

June 28, 2016, 10:30 am to 12:00 pm

LOCATION:

2185 River Road, Wallaceburg, ON N8A 4K9

PRESENT:

Dr. Dean Jacobs (Walpole Island First Nation), John Beaucage (Counsel
Public Affairs), Cathy Smith (PWS), Tim Kozlof (PWS), Megan Bellamy
(Dillon Consulting)

Notes
There are three tribes that make up the Walpole Island First Nation (WIFN) at the present
location: the Pottawattamies, Ottawas and Chippewas. They amalgamated in the 1940s to
form the WIFN.
The largest FN reserve in Ontario is located in Toronto.
2014 marked the first court case where Aboriginal Title was recognized. An important
distinction was that First Nations may be asked to provide consent for a project. Note that
this is different than a right to veto a project. “Consent” can be thought of as similar to a
“conditional approval”. It was noted that consent cannot be unreasonably withheld.
WIFN are part owners in a 100 MW wind farm with Northland Power. WIFN is
interested in having equity in projects and would like to potentially have a conversation
around this pertaining to the expansion of the Ridge Landfill.
First Nations have the right to shelter under other’s traditional territories.
Proponents have a duty to consult and accommodate with First Nations.
WIFN wants their interactions with proponents to be relationships – i.e., beyond the
fulfillment of the formal Duty to Consult. WIFN has a consultation protocol that they
prefer to be used. The protocol can be edited depending on the relationship.
WIFN’s concerns with the proposed expansion are likely to be related to environmental
and operational impacts.
Progressive Waste Solutions Canada Inc. (PWS) explained that there is a comprehensive
communications plan for the Environmental Assessment. PWS has a strong relationship
in the local community and they support the project. PWS provides funding to ChathamKent and other organizations through the Ridge Landfill Trust.
Dean mentioned that the Green Lane compensation model for the landfill was favourable
to First Nations and encouraged PWS to look at it, if the document is publicly available.
DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8
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PWS mentioned that compensation agreements would be revisited as part of the EA
process and would be dependent on the outcome of the evaluation of site development
and resource recovery alternative methods.
Dean emphasized the location of the Ridge Landfill within the WIFN’s traditional
territory and that WIFN’s right to hunt and fish is extremely important. Dean also
indicated that they have some data in-house that could be used to assess potential impacts
from the project.
PWS provided an overview of the project schedule and indicated that the second Open
House would take place that evening (June 28) and that the 30 day review period for the
draft Terms of Reference (ToR) had officially begun that same day.
Action Items
Action
Send Dean directions and address for Open
House on June 28, 2016.
Follow up with Dean regarding potential
comments on the draft ToR.

Responsible Party
Dillon (completed).
John Beaucage

Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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Neegan Burnside Ltd. 292 Speedvale Avenue West Unit 20 Guelph ON N1H 1C4 CANADA
telephone (519) 823-4995 fax (519) 836-5477 web www.neeganburnside.com

December 21, 2016
Via: Email
Sharilyn Johnston
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
978 Tashmoo Avenue
RR 3 Sarnia ON N7T 7H5
Dear Ms. Johnston:
Re:

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Neegan Burnside Ltd. (Neegan Burnside) was retained by Aamjiwnaang First Nation (AFN) to
provide assistance regarding the Environmental Assessment (EA) process for the proposed
Ridge Landfill Expansion in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent. This current letter consists of a
review of the following documents:
•

Terms of Reference (November 2016), with accompanying Technical Work Plan
Summaries, prepared by Dillon Consulting

•

Record of Consultation (November 2016)

The objective of this stage of review is to assess whether the Terms of Reference (TOR) is
consistent with best practices and is reasonable in terms of the objectives trying to be achieved.
It should be noted that Neegan Burnside has also been retained by Walpole Island First Nation
to undertake a similar review of the Ridge documentation. At this early stage of the project,
concerns and comments are the pretty similar for both groups and review letters have many
common elements. However, it is anticipated that as the project advances and the
environmental committee’s for both First Nations become more involved, the concerns will begin
to diverge. Although these review letters are very similar, both communities should receive
individual responses from Ridge Landfill.
Our review is summarized in the sections which follow:

1.0

General Comments on Terms of Reference

The following are general comments on the TOR:
•

On page 50 of the TOR, under Indigenous Communities Engagement, the proponent states;

Ridge Landfill ToR Review
December 21, 2016
Project No.: 300040044.0000
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After a thorough review, it has been determined that the Project falls within the McKee
Treaty (1790) and all claims by area First Nations have either been dealt with or have
been surrendered at the time of treaty signing. The existence of a Métis claim of rights
in southwestern Ontario has not met with any success in the courts.
This infers that no additional engagement is required. However, the existing landfill and
expansion area are located within the Traditional Territory of the AFN. First Nation
consultation is a legal requirement and does not just apply to treaty and land claims
resolution. We recommend that this paragraph be removed.
•

Table 6 indicates that during the EA, Indigenous communities will be consulted through
letters which will be sent at key points in the project. AFN is often inundated with large
quantities of correspondence. Each letter should be followed-up with phone calls at a
minimum to ensure that the correspondence has been received. It is recommended that the
proponent refer to the AFN Consultation Process and follow the flow chart. The TOR should
include documentation to indicate that the Process will be followed.

•

The Site Plan shown in the TOR is very conceptual, and a better plan showing topography,
well location and overall features would assist a reader in understanding the site.

•

The landfill currently receives waste from the industrial, commercial and institutional sectors
from across southern Ontario. It receives residential waste from the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent and Counties of Essex, Lambton, Middlesex and Elgin. However, the plan
indicates that the intention is to expand the receiving area of residential waste to all of
southern Ontario. Progressive has indicated that they do not intend to receive waste from
large cities such as Toronto or London. However, by identifying all of southern Ontario as a
receiving area, they do open up that possibility. Please provide clarification as to why all of
southern Ontario is included.

•

How will the cumulative effects assessment be undertaken? A general methodology should
be provided.

2.0

Work Plan Review

Neegan Burnside has reviewed the TOR, Consultation Record and Technical Work Plan
Summaries. Our comments are intended to identify any potential impacts to AFN’s Aboriginal
Rights, as well as the community’s intent to participate in resource management decisions
within its Traditional Territory, so as to preserve and protect natural resources for future
generations. It is generally our procedure to assemble an equivalent team to the proponent to
review each component and comment with respect to work plans and conclusions. The TOR
and the work plans outlined in Appendix B were distributed to the various technical disciplines.
These are their comments:
2.1.1

Agriculture

Ridge owned farmlands should be assessed for riparian buffers and Best Management
Practices for farms to address surface water impacts from land application and nutrient
management issues. Please see comments under Surface Water regarding Municipal drains.
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Air Quality

There is no mention of odour in the Air Quality portion of the work plan. It is mentioned in other
places in the document (e.g., Socio-Economic work plan) but should be included in the Air
Quality portion of the plan.
2.1.3

Cultural Resources and Archaeology

AFN will provide comments once the Stage 1 Archeological assessment has been completed
and will also request a meeting with the archaeologist.
2.1.4

Aviation

The work plans set out in the TOR for the Aviation and Bird Hazard Assessment are generally
adequate. However it should be noted that, regardless of Ridge Landfill’s current zoning
exemption (i.e., lands around the airport are zoned for obstruction clearances and bird hazard
protection under the Aeronautics Act, 1985), the following must be considered to determine
what enhancements may be required to the existing bird hazard assessment and control plan to
allow for an extension of this exemption:
•

Using the Appendix B (Airport Bird Hazard Risk-Assessment Process) of the Airport Wildlife
Management Bulletin No. 38 (Transport Canada, Fall 2007), and given that the ChathamKent Municipal Airport is capable of accommodating commercial aircraft, the Ridge Landfill
falls within the “Primary Bird Hazard Zone”, “Category B Event Zone”, and “Secondary Bird
Hazard Zone”. Bird Hazard Zones must be plotted. Given that Ridge Landfill is a
putrescible waste landfill, it is classified as a High-Risk land-use. The following statement
applies: “high-risk land-use, in particular, must be aggressively managed [and mitigated] to
reduce safety risks to aircraft operations” (Transport Canada, Fall 2007). Therefore, since
this land-use is deemed “inappropriate” by Transport Canada standards, risks associated
with the expansion of the Ridge Landfill must be actively mitigated and regularly
evaluated/modified when required.

•

Table 2 in Appendix B of the Airport Wildlife Management Bulletin No. 38 (Transport
Canada, Fall 2007) should be reviewed to determine the level of risk associated with
species of bird typically found in the vicinity of the Airport. Typical flight paths of birds that
are frequently present in the vicinity of the airport should be assessed to help determine
specific mitigation measures. Particularly, birds frequently flying below 1,500 feet AGL
(above ground-level) should be given priority, since the critical phases of aircraft flights
occur within this altitude (i.e., takeoff, initial climb, landing, approach and missed approach).

•

In order to determine specific mitigation measures to minimize hazards, the following
documents should be referenced (available online):
a) Safety Above All – A coordinated approach to airport-vicinity wildlife management
(Transport Canada, 2012).
b) TP 13029 – Evaluation of the Efficacy of Products and Techniques for Airport Bird
Control (Transport Canada, 1998).
c) TP 11500 E – Wildlife Control Procedures Manual (Transport Canada, 2002).

Ridge Landfill ToR Review
December 21, 2016
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Page 4 of 7

d) TP 13549 E – Sharing the Skies – An Aviation Industry Guide to the Management of
Wildlife Hazards (Transport Canada).
e) TP 1247 E – Land Use in the Vicinity of Aerodromes Ninth Edition (Transport Canada,
2013).
2.1.5

Biology

With respect to the Biology work plan, we note the following:
1. It is noted that 15 Endangered or Threatened species have the potential to be present. The
actual species should be listed so it can be determined whether the proposed surveys are
appropriate and sufficient to address each species and that appropriate protocols for data
collection are followed.
2. Species specific survey protocols should be identified including the reviewing agency, the
name of the protocol, survey methods, timing, in field conditions required for surveys, etc.,
e.g. Ecological Land Classification (1998 Lee, H., et. al.), Breeding Bird surveys (Bird
Studies Canada) and wetland identification and delineation (Ontario Wetland Evaluation
System – MNRF).
3. We recommend that the significance of each natural feature (as identified in the Provincial
Policy Statement 2014, Section 2.1) in the on- and off-site study areas be determined using
provincial criteria (including the Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 7E Criteria Schedule
(MNRF, 2015), as well as local criteria (e.g., local Official Plan).
4. AFN staff may wish to participate in ecological survey work. The TOR should indicate that
AFN staff will be contacted and given the opportunity to participate.
5. Table 3: “Alternatives To Evaluation Criteria for Potential Impacts to the Natural
Environment” is very general. The Criteria includes “potential for impact on natural features
and potential for impacts on groundwater, surface water and air quality”. This should be
expanded to include “Potential impacts to plant species and communities, wildlife species
and populations, wildlife habitat and Species at Risk (SAR). Current criteria ignore wildlife”.
6. The proposed criteria that will be used to evaluate the various Alternative Methods for
landfill expansion should also include:

7.

2.1.6

•

Potential loss of habitat of Endangered and Threatened species; and,

•

Potential loss of medicinal or other culturally sensitive species of importance to First
Nations groups such as AFN.

Compensation should be established early in the process. Conversations are needed to
assess the appropriate ratios, and plans presented in the ToR (Figure 12) may be
inadequate in terms of compensation areas. Offsite mitigation areas could be used if
necessary.
Bird Hazard Assessment

Additional details should be provided with respect to the survey protocols, time of year, time of
day, survey locations, etc. How will bird hazards be assessed (i.e., what criteria/guidelines will
be used to determine whether a bird hazard exists)? How will the results be presented?
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Design and Operations Plan

Figure 12 of the TOR indicates 3 possible landfill configurations. However during the site visit it
was indicated that the solution may involve a combination of these configurations (e.g., A and B,
or B and C). This is not clearly explained in the document. Please clarify which options would
be evaluated.
It should be noted that designs should be developed to existing standards. Grandfathering of a
methodology, or saying that this is acceptable because it is how it was always done, is not
appropriate.
It is assumed that the site development will involve new stormwater ditches and surface water
ponds, and these should be developed to a conceptual level such that any impacts can be
assessed.
2.1.8

Geology/Hydrogeology

With respect to the Geological and Hydrogeological Work Plans, we make the following
comments:
•

A current site plan showing the existing groundwater and surface water monitoring network
should be added to the Work Plan.

•

Water levels are to be measured in the proposed new monitoring wells. An indication of
frequency and duration of the monitoring should be added to the Work Plan.

•

The Impact assessment analysis should include preparation of to-scale technical crosssections that show the relationship between the geology, the waste, the leachate collection
system, surface water features and the monitoring network.

•

The impact assessment should include a thorough outline of the current monitoring and
evaluation of the historical monitoring data.

2.1.9

Noise

The Noise Work Plan as currently outlined is adequate.
2.1.10

Socio-Economic

•

It is stated that information will be collected concerning the use and enjoyment of residential
properties and potential effects to businesses. It should be stated how this information will
be collected (e.g., door-to-door survey). Standards should be stated (i.e., what will be
considered a statistically valid sample?). Will all properties within the 1 km radius and along
the haul route be included?

•

How will any changes in property values be determined?

2.1.11
•

Surface Water

Additional details about the water sampling protocol would be helpful, including the timing,
number of samples, preliminary location of sampling stations, equipment to be used, etc.
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•

AFN staff may wish to participate in the surface water sampling work. The TOR should
indicate that AFN staff will be contacted and given the opportunity to participate.

•

The Surface Water Work Plan should address the on-site drains in regards to the Drainage
Act.

•

It should be confirmed if the on-site drains are Municipal Drains under the Drainage Act. If
they are, any changes to location, width or depth must be made under Section 78 of the
Act. The design capacity will have to be considered if site development alters the
stormwater input.

2.1.12

Transportation

The work plans set out in the TOR for the Transportation Analysis are generally adequate.
However, we suggest that the following be added for clarification:
•

The forecasted site trips and distribution of these trips should take into consideration any
anticipated modification to the market serviced, including increased diversion processing
that may occur on site.

•

The TOR identifies the study of only one haul route (i.e., between the site and Highway
401). The study should expand to include other haul routes, depending on the potential for
significant traffic or environmental sensitivity along such routes.

•

The TOR proposes to assess the safety along the haul route but does not identify the need
to establish baseline collision data along these routes. Baseline collision data should be
established along these routes and analyzed as part of the overall safety assessment.

2.1.13

Visual

The TOR identified a previous visual assessment completed in 1997. This assessment
identified visual impacts from up to 3 km from the site, and prompted construction of berms.
We agree that the off-site study area should be expanded beyond 1 km as per Section 4.3. We
suggest that the areas identified as having been impacted previously be included in the
discussion of mitigation measures to determine the results of previously used strategies in
reducing impacts off-site.
Neegan Burnside has no concerns with the proposed approach to identifying areas of concern
and identifying appropriate screening plans.
Neegan has however identified the following items for consideration by the proponent during the
development of any required mitigation measures:
•

With regards to consideration of mitigation measures we request additional information on
the proposed type of soils (i.e., clean fill, sourced on-site from excavation, contaminated fill,
etc.) for any berm proposed for the site.

•

With regards to landscape planning we suggest that native species and/or beneficial
plantings (such as species favoured by pollinators) be considered during the planning
process.
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The need for landfills, and landfill expansion, is recognized. It is AFN’s intent to promote best
practices in resource management throughout its Traditional Territory. To that end, AFN should
continue to be involved in the TOR and EA and be kept informed of any responses or updates
stemming from these comments or the comments of other agencies and stakeholders.
Yours truly,
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Kent Hunter, P.Eng.
Project Manager
KH:js
cc:

Courtney Jackson, AFN (Via: Email)
Cathy Smith, Progressive Waste (Via: Email)
Cindy Batista, MOECC (Via: Email)

In the preparation of the various instruments of service contained herein, Neegan Burnside Ltd. was required to use and rely upon
various sources of information (including but not limited to: reports, data, drawings, observations) produced by parties other than
Neegan Burnside Ltd.. For its part Neegan Burnside Ltd. has proceeded based on the belief that the third party/parties in question
produced this documentation using accepted industry standards and best practices and that all information was therefore accurate,
correct and free of errors at the time of consultation. As such, the comments, recommendations and materials presented in this
instrument of service reflect our best judgment in light of the information available at the time of preparation. Neegan Burnside Ltd.,
its employees, affiliates and subcontractors accept no liability for inaccuracies or errors in the instruments of service provided to the
client, arising from deficiencies in the aforementioned third party materials and documents.
Neegan Burnside Ltd. makes no warranties, either express or implied, of merchantability and fitness of the documents and other
instruments of service for any purpose other than that specified by the contract.
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Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
Comment
Comment and Rationale
No.

Response

General Comments on Terms of Reference
1

On page 50 of the TOR, under Indigenous Communities
Engagement, the proponent states:

This information was added to the TOR as a result of comment
received from the MOECC during the review of the draft TOR.

After a thorough review, it has been determined that the Project
falls within the McKee Treaty (1790) and all claims by area First
Nations have either been dealt with or have been surrendered at
the time of treaty signing. The existence of a Métis claim of rights
in southwestern Ontario has not met with any success in the
courts.

This infers that no additional engagement is required. However,
the existing landfill and expansion area are located within the
Traditional Territory of the AFN. First Nation consultation is a
legal requirement and does not just apply to treaty and land
claims resolution. We recommend that this paragraph be
removed.
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The intention of this paragraph was not to suggest that additional
consultation isn’t required – but was to note the status of treaties,
and the possibility of a requirement to consult with the Métis
Nation. PWS along with the MOECC and our Indigenous
Communities engagement specialist, John Beaucage, identified a
long list of those First Nations and Metis with interests in the
Ridge as it relates to Traditional Territory and the rights asserted
as described here. This formed the basis for notifications and
consultation initiatives with Indigenous Communities. PWS has
made a commitment to consultation with Indigenous
Communities throughout the EA process, including Aamjiwaang
First Nation.

2

Comment
Comment and Rationale
No.
Table 6 indicates that during the EA, Indigenous communities will
be consulted through letters which will be sent at key points in
the project. AFN is often inundated with large quantities of
correspondence. Each letter should be followed-up with phone
calls at a minimum to ensure that the correspondence has been
received. It is recommended that the proponent refer to the AFN
Consultation Process and follow the flow chart. The TOR should
include documentation to indicate that the Process will be
followed.
The Site Plan shown in the TOR is very conceptual, and a better
plan showing topography, well location and overall features
would assist a reader in understanding the site.

Response
As part of PWS commitment to ongoing consultation with
Indigenous Communities, PWS will follow consultation laws,
guidelines and protocols from Aamjiwaang First Nation, and
others.

The Site Plan provided in the Terms of Reference is intended to be
conceptual for clarity and ease of understanding to the ToR
readers. Site plans to be provided in the EA will include additional
details such as topography and other features.

PWS’s service area for ICI waste is currently all of Ontario and PWS
is seeking the same service area for residential waste. PWS is
currently permitted to receive residential waste from the specified
The landfill currently receives waste from the industrial,
municipalities but in fact only receives waste from Chatham-Kent.
commercial and institutional sectors from across southern
PWS is seeking an expansion of the service area for residential
Ontario. It receives residential waste from the Municipality of
waste to accommodate future waste disposal needs identified for
Chatham-Kent and Counties of Essex, Lambton, Middlesex and
Elgin. However, the plan indicates that the intention is to expand Southern Ontario and to maximize use of the Ridge Landfill’s
the receiving area of residential waste to all of southern Ontario. annual capacity should ICI waste flows decrease.
Progressive has indicated that they do not intend to receive
PWS has no current plans to accept residential waste from major
waste from large cities such as Toronto or London. However, by city centres such as Toronto or London who have their own
identifying all of southern Ontario as a receiving area, they do
existing long-term landfill capacity. Receipt of residential waste
open up that possibility. Please provide clarification as to why all from any municipality will only occur through formal municipal
of southern Ontario is included.
procurement processes seeking disposal capacity and subsequent
award to PWS from those bidding processes when and if they
should occur.
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How will the cumulative effects assessment be undertaken? A
general methodology should be provided.

Response
The Code of Practice for preparing Environmental Assessments in
Ontario requires that proponents include information about
potential cumulative effects of the project in combination with
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future activities where
possible. The cumulative impact assessment to be undertaken as
part of the EA will include:
· Identifying the potential effects of the undertaking at
Ridge.
· Identifying planned projects in the vicinity of Ridge
through contact with Chatham-Kent, regulatory agencies
and others.
· Qualitatively assessing the potential for effects from the
Ridge to interact with potential effects of other projects
resulting in cumulative impact on the environment.

2.0 Work Plan Review
2.1.1
Agriculture
Ridge owned farmlands should be assessed for riparian buffers
and Best Management Practices for farms to address surface
water impacts from land application and nutrient management
issues. Please see comments under Surface Water regarding
Municipal drains.
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MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

The only land application done by on-site farmers relates to the
use of fertilizers. This will be considered in the agricultural impact
assessment of the preferred site development alternative.
The preferred site development alternative may impact the
existing drains on-site. Should this be the case, the impact
assessment will consider potential effects to riparian vegetation.
Municipal drains are addressed within the comments for surface
water, presented below.

4

Comment
Comment and Rationale
No.
2.1.2

Air Quality
There is no mention of odour in the Air Quality portion of the
work plan. It is mentioned in other places in the document (e.g.,
Socio-Economic work plan) but should be included in the Air
Quality portion of the plan.

Response
The air quality technical assessment work for this project will
include an assessment of off-site odour for the preferred site
development alternative. This assessment will characterize
potential odour impacts resulting from the expansion as high,
medium or low. Where necessary mitigation will be identified to
minimize odour.
In addition, as part of developing the site development
alternatives, a review of other experience at landfill mining
operations related to odour will be undertaken.

2.1.3

Cultural Resources and Archaeology
AFN will provide comments once the Stage 1 Archeological
assessment has been completed and will also request a meeting
with the archaeologist.

PWS welcomes any comment concerning the archaeological finds,
if any, in the area in question. A meeting will be arranged once the
assessment has been completed.

2.1.4

Aviation
Using the Appendix B (Airport Bird Hazard Risk-Assessment
Process) of the Airport Wildlife Management Bulletin No. 38
(Transport Canada, Fall 2007), and given that the Chatham- Kent
Municipal Airport is capable of accommodating commercial
aircraft, the Ridge Landfill falls within the “Primary Bird Hazard
Zone”, “Category B Event Zone”, and “Secondary Bird Hazard
Zone”. Bird Hazard Zones must be plotted. Given that Ridge
Landfill is a putrescible waste landfill, it is classified as a High-Risk
land-use. The following statement applies: “high-risk land-use, in
particular, must be aggressively managed [and mitigated] to
reduce safety risks to aircraft operations” (Transport Canada, Fall
2007). Therefore, since this land-use is

The proposed work to be completed during the EA for both
aviation and bird hazard assessment will consider the appropriate
documents and guidelines from Transport Canada and other
sources, as applicable. It is noted that during the landfill expansion
EA in 1997, the results of the bird hazard and aviation
assessments were that a bird management plan be implemented
at the Ridge Landfill to reduce risks to operations at the airport. A
bird management plan has been executed since that time. The
potential risks to aviation and the bird management plan will be
revisited as part of this current EA and will form part of the final
recommendations of the aviation and bird hazard assessments
presented in the EA.
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deemed “inappropriate” by Transport Canada standards, risks
associated with the expansion of the Ridge Landfill must be
actively mitigated and regularly evaluated/modified when
required.
Table 2 in Appendix B of the Airport Wildlife Management
Bulletin No. 38 (Transport Canada, Fall 2007) should be reviewed
to determine the level of risk associated with species of bird
typically found in the vicinity of the Airport. Typical flight paths of
birds that are frequently present in the vicinity of the airport
should be assessed to help determine specific mitigation
measures. Particularly, birds frequently flying below 1,500 feet
AGL (above ground-level) should be given priority, since the
critical phases of aircraft flights occur within this altitude (i.e.,
takeoff, initial climb, landing, approach and missed approach).
In order to determine specific mitigation measures to minimize
hazards, the following documents should be referenced
(available online):
a. Safety Above All – A coordinated approach to airport-vicinity
wildlife management (Transport Canada, 2012).
b. TP 13029 – Evaluation of the Efficacy of Products and
Techniques for Airport Bird Control (Transport Canada, 1998).
c. TP 11500 E – Wildlife Control Procedures Manual (Transport
Canada, 2002).
d. TP 13549 E – Sharing the Skies – An Aviation Industry Guide to
the Management of Wildlife Hazards (Transport Canada).
e. TP 1247 E – Land Use in the Vicinity of Aerodromes Ninth
Edition (Transport Canada, 2013).
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2.1.5

Response

Biology
1. It is noted that 15 Endangered or Threatened species have
the potential to be present. The actual species should be
listed so it can be determined whether the proposed surveys
are appropriate and sufficient to address each species and
that appropriate protocols for data collection are followed.

It is the preference of the MNRF that lists of Species at Risk are
not provided in public documents. The surveys and data collection
required will be completed in consultation with the MNRF and will
be undertaken in accordance with MNRF protocols and industry
best practices.

2. Species specific survey protocols should be identified
including the reviewing agency, the name of the protocol,
survey methods, timing, in field conditions required for
surveys, etc., e.g. Ecological Land Classification (1998 Lee, H.,
et. al.), Breeding Bird surveys (Bird Studies Canada) and
wetland identification and delineation (Ontario Wetland
Evaluation System – MNRF).

Surveys for Ecological Land Classification, Breeding birds and
wetland delineation will be undertaken in accordance with MNRF
requirements and industry best practices. Details as to protocols
followed, agencies having authority, etc. will be provided in the
EA.

3. We recommend that the significance of each natural feature
(as identified in the Provincial Policy Statement 2014, Section
2.1) in the on- and off-site study areas be determined using
provincial criteria (including the Significant Wildlife Habitat
Ecoregion 7E Criteria Schedule (MNRF, 2015), as well as local
criteria (e.g., local Official Plan).

The significance of natural features will be determined based on
MNRF and planning protocols, including the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS) and Significant Wildlife Ecoregion Schedules. This
will be documented in the EA.

While the majority of the Ecological Land Classification work was
4. AFN staff may wish to participate in ecological survey work. completed in 2016, PWS will keep AFN and other Indigenous
The TOR should indicate that AFN staff will be contacted and Communities apprised of the field work scheduling as the EA
given the opportunity to participate.
progresses in 2017. PWS will discuss participation in EA field
studies with AFN.
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5. Table 3: “Alternatives To Evaluation Criteria for Potential
Impacts to the Natural Environment” is very general. The
Criteria includes “potential for impact on natural features
and potential for impacts on groundwater, surface water and
air quality”. This should be expanded to include “Potential
impacts to plant species and communities, wildlife species
and populations, wildlife habitat and Species at Risk (SAR).
Current criteria ignore wildlife”
6. The proposed criteria that will be used to evaluate the
various Alternative Methods for landfill expansion should
also include:
• Potential loss of habitat of Endangered and Threatened
species; and,
· Potential loss of medicinal or other culturally sensitive
species of importance to First Nations groups such as AFN.
7. Compensation should be established early in the process.
Conversations are needed to assess the appropriate ratios,
and plans presented in the ToR (Figure 12) may be
inadequate in terms of compensation areas. Offsite
mitigation areas could be used if necessary.
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Response
The “Alternatives To” evaluation was undertaken using criteria
appropriate to the types of alternatives being considered. We
note that given the alternatives being considered, revising the
criteria as suggested would not change the outcome.
The suggestions will be considered in refinements to the proposed
criteria for the evaluation of site development alternatives (Table
2B, Appendix B in the TOR, and the draft impact assessment
criteria (Table 5 in the TOR). These criteria will undergo further
consultation early in the EA process and these suggestions will be
considered at that time.
We will consider these criteria suggestions in the EA during the
evaluation of alternative methods and the impact assessment of
the preferred alternative method. We request that AFN provide a
list of plant or other culturally important species so that these can
be considered as part of the EA.

Preliminary habitat compensation discussions have occurred with
the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority, Chatham-Kent
and the MNRF with respect to on-site and off-site compensation
areas. These conversations will continue in a meaningful way once
the preferred site development alternative method has been
determined.
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Response

2.1.6

Bird Hazard Assessment
Additional details should be provided with respect to the survey
protocols, time of year, time of day, survey locations, etc. How
will bird hazards be assessed (i.e., what criteria/guidelines will be
used to determine whether a bird hazard exists)? How will the
results be presented?

The TOR presented an overview of the technical studies to give
the reader an overall understanding of the work to be undertaken
and was not intended to provide specific details for each
discipline. These will be confirmed during the EA and we would
be pleased to provide more details to AFN including survey
protocols at that time.

2.1.7

There are several ways the landfill could be expanded, and these
include lateral expansion areas (denoted as A, B and C on Figure
12 in the TOR), vertical expansion of current waste areas (e.g., the
Design and Operations Plan
Figure 12 of the TOR indicates 3 possible landfill configurations. Old Landfill), and landfill mining. As noted in Section 5.2.2.1 of the
TOR, individually these approaches do not provide the capacity
However during the site visit it was indicated that the solution
may involve a combination of these configurations (e.g., A and B, required for the 20-year expansion of the landfill. As such, during
or B and C). This is not clearly explained in the document. Please the EA, the approaches to expansion listed in the TOR will be
combined to create specific site development alternatives for
clarify which options would be evaluated.
consideration.
The specific site development alternatives will be presented for
consultation during the EA.
It should be noted that designs should be developed to existing
standards. Grandfathering of a methodology, or saying that this is
acceptable because it is how it was always done, is not
appropriate.

Site development alternatives will be developed to applicable
standards and guidelines and will consider the history of the site,
as appropriate. As noted the alternatives will be presented for
consultation during the EA.

It is assumed that the site development will involve new
The conceptual design/locations for stormwater management will
stormwater ditches and surface water ponds, and these should be incorporated into the site development and the impact
be developed to a conceptual level such that any impacts can be assessment of the preferred alternative.
assessed.
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Geology/Hydrogeology
With respect to the Geological and Hydrogeological Work Plans,
we make the following comments:
· A current site plan showing the existing groundwater and
surface water monitoring network should be added to the
Work Plan.

Response
Information on the existing ground and surface water monitoring
network is available as part of the Ridge Annual Report which is
submitted to MOECC. A copy of the figure from the 2015 Annual
Report is attached. This information will be included in the EA.

·

Water levels are to be measured in the proposed new
It is anticipated that water levels will be collected on five
monitoring wells. An indication of frequency and duration of occasions over a period of 10 months; however timing will be
the monitoring should be added to the Work Plan.
weather-dependent.

·

The Impact assessment analysis should include preparation Technical cross-sections and a discussion on the relationships
between geology, waste, leachate collection and surface water
of to-scale technical cross- sections that show the
features will be included as part of the EA.
relationship between the geology, the waste, the leachate
collection system, surface water features and the monitoring
network.

·

The impact assessment should include a thorough outline of
the current monitoring and evaluation of the historical
monitoring data.

2.1.9

Noise
The Noise Work Plan as currently outlined is adequate.

2.1.10

Socio-Economic
·

This information will be summarized as part of the EA.

Comment noted.

An in-person survey of residents and businesses within 1 km and
It is stated that information will be collected concerning the along the haul route is proposed to collect information related to
use and enjoyment of residential properties and potential
the use and enjoyment of property. More specific details on data
effects to businesses. It should be stated how this
collection methodology will be documented in the EA.
information will be collected (e.g., door-to-door survey).
The draft socio-economic impact assessment criteria in Table 5 of
Standards should be stated (i.e., what will be considered a
the TOR include the criterion "potential impacts to property
statistically valid sample?). Will all properties within the 1 km value". Final criteria and indicators for the impact assessment
radius and along the haul route be included?
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·

How will any changes in property values be determined?

Response
will be determined during the EA but the data sources for this
work are likely to include a review of nuisance generating
facilities, available literature and a comparison of home and
property values in the local area and/or comparable jurisdictions.
It is noted that the community benefits that PWS provides
including the current property value protection program are
based on the potential impact of the landfill and thus will be
reviewed once the EA is complete and potential impacts of the
proposed expansion are known.

2.1.11

2.1.12

Surface Water

The TOR presented an overview of the technical studies to give
the reader an overall understanding of the work to be undertaken
and was not intended to provide specific details for each
discipline. These will be confirmed during the EA and we would
be pleased to provide more details to AFN at that time.

·

Additional details about the water sampling protocol would
be helpful, including the timing, number of samples,
preliminary location of sampling stations, equipment to be
used, etc.

·

PWS will keep AFN and other indigenous communities apprised of
AFN staff may wish to participate in the surface water
sampling work. The TOR should indicate that AFN staff will be the field work scheduling as the EA progresses in 2017. PWS will
discuss participation in EA field studies with AFN.
contacted and given the opportunity to participate.

·

The Surface Water Work Plan should address the on-site
drains in regards to the Drainage Act.

·

It should be confirmed if the on-site drains are Municipal
Drains under the Drainage Act. If they are, any changes to
location, width or depth must be made under Section 78 of
the Act. The design capacity will have to be considered if site
development alters the stormwater input.

Transportation
·

The surface water technical studies will include the assessment of
on-site drains and requirements under the Drainage Act, as
needed. PWS will also consult with the Municipality of ChathamKent for Drainage Act requirements as they pertain to planning
approvals.

The transportation impact assessment of the undertaking will
The forecasted site trips and distribution of these trips should consider anticipated traffic associated with any additional
diversion occurring at the site confirmed through the EA process.
take into consideration any anticipated modification to the

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
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Comment and Rationale
No.

Response

market serviced, including increased diversion processing
that may occur on site.

·

·

2.1.13

As part of the 1997 EA, alternative haul routes were evaluated and
the currently designated route was identified as the preferred
haul route. This process was subject to review and comment from
the public and the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and formed part
The TOR identifies the study of only one haul route (i.e.,
of the approved EA. The designated haul route has functioned
between the site and Highway 401). The study should expand
well since that time.
to include other haul routes, depending on the potential for
significant traffic or environmental sensitivity along such
This proposed expansion does not change the annual waste
routes.
tonnage the site can receive for disposal. Given this and the safe
function of the designated haul route, PWS does not intend to
change it for this landfill expansion, but will complete an impact
assessment of the haul route.
The TOR proposes to assess the safety along the haul route
but does not identify the need to establish baseline collision
data along these routes. Baseline collision data should be
established along these routes and analyzed as part of the
overall safety assessment.

Visual
We agree that the off-site study area should be expanded beyond
1 km as per Section 4.3. We suggest that the areas identified as
having been impacted previously be included in the discussion of
mitigation measures to determine the results of previously used
strategies in reducing impacts off-site.
Neegan has however identified the following items for
consideration by the proponent during the development of any
required mitigation measures.

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
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Baseline collision data will be considered and analyzed as part of
the overall safety assessment during the EA.

We will consider this as part of the EA.
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Comment
Comment and Rationale
No.

Response

·

All perimeter berms on site are constructed with on-site soils.
With regards to consideration of mitigation measures we
request additional information on the proposed type of soils
(i.e., clean fill, sourced on-site from excavation,
contaminated fill, etc.) for any berm proposed for the site.

·

Native species (as is current practice at the Ridge) and beneficial
With regards to landscape planning we suggest that native
species and/or beneficial plantings (such as species favoured plantings (such as species favoured by pollinators) will be
considered for visual screening in the EA.
by pollinators) be considered during the planning process.

The need for landfills, and landfill expansion, is recognized. It is
AFN’s intent to promote best practices in resource management
throughout its Traditional Territory. To that end, AFN should
continue to be involved in the TOR and EA and be kept informed
of any responses or updates stemming from these comments or
the comments of other agencies and stakeholders.
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PWS is committed to ongoing consultation with AFN, other
Indigenous Communities, and other agency, public and business
stakeholders as part of the EA. This will include updates/changes
to the project as the EA process continues.

Neegan Burnside Ltd. 292 Speedvale Avenue West Unit 20 Guelph ON N1H 1C4 CANADA
telephone (519) 823-4995 fax (519) 836-5477 web www.neeganburnside.com

December 18, 2016
Via: Email
Dean Jacobs
Consultation Manager
Walpole Island Heritage
RR 3
Wallaceburg ON N8A 4K9
Dear Mr. Jacobs:
Re:

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Neegan Burnside Ltd. (Neegan Burnside) was retained by Walpole Island First Nation (WIFN) to
provide assistance regarding the review of the Terms of Reference for the Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed Ridge Landfill Expansion in the Municipality of ChathamKent. This current letter consists of a review of the following documents:
•

Terms of Reference (November 2016), with accompanying Technical Work Plan
Summaries, prepared by Dillon Consulting

•

Record of Consultation (November 2016)

A site visit was undertaken on December 14, 2016 by representatives from WIFN and Neegan
Burnside. WIFN also had representatives attend the Open House on June 28, 2016.
The objective of this stage of review is to assess whether the Terms of Reference (TOR) is
consistent with best practices and is reasonable in terms of the objectives trying to be achieved.
Our review is summarized in the sections which follow:

1.0

General Comments on Terms of Reference

The following are general comments on the TOR:
•

On page 50 of the TOR, under Indigenous Communities Engagement, the proponent states;
After a thorough review, it has been determined that the Project falls within the McKee
Treaty (1790) and all claims by area First Nations have either been dealt with or have
been surrendered at the time of treaty signing. The existence of a Métis claim of rights
in southwestern Ontario has not met with any success in the courts.
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This infers that no additional engagement is required. However, the existing landfill and
expansion area are located within the Traditional Territory of the WIFN. Within its
Traditional Territory, WIFN asserts the rights to hunt, fish and trap, to harvest plants for food
and medicine, to protect and honour burial sites and other sacred and culturally significant
sites, to sustain and strengthen its spiritual and cultural connection to the land, to protect the
Environment that supports its survival, to govern itself, and to participate in all governance
and operational decisions about how the land and resources will be managed, used and
protected (WIFN Consultation and Accommodation Protocol). First Nation consultation is a
legal requirement and does not just apply to treaty and land claims resolution. We
recommend that this paragraph be removed.
•

Table 6 indicates that during the EA, Indigenous communities will be consulted through
letters which will be sent at key points in the project. WIFN is often inundated with large
quantities of correspondence. Each letter should be followed-up with phone calls at a
minimum to ensure that the correspondence has been received. It is recommended that the
proponent refer to the WIFN Consultation and Accommodation Protocol and follow its
guidelines. The TOR should include documentation to indicate that the Protocol will be
followed.

•

The Site Plan shown in the TOR is very conceptual, and a better plan showing topography,
well location and overall features would assist a reader in understanding the site.

•

The landfill currently receives waste from the industrial, commercial and institutional sectors
from across southern Ontario. It receives residential waste from the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent and Counties of Essex, Lambton, Middlesex and Elgin. However, the plan
indicates that the intention is to expand the receiving area of residential waste to all of
southern Ontario. Progressive has indicated that they do not intend to receive waste from
large cities such as Toronto or London. However, by identifying all of southern Ontario as a
receiving area, they do open up that possibility. Please provide clarification as to why all of
southern Ontario is included.

•

How will the cumulative effects assessment be undertaken? A general methodology should
be provided.

2.0

Work Plan Review

Neegan Burnside has reviewed the TOR, Consultation Record and Technical Work Plan
Summaries. Our comments are intended to identify any potential impacts to WIFN’s Aboriginal
Rights, as well as the community’s intent to participate in resource management decisions
within its Traditional Territory, so as to preserve and protect natural resources for future
generations. It is generally our procedure to assemble an equivalent team to the proponent to
review each component and comment with respect to work plans and conclusions. The TOR
and the work plans outlined in Appendix B were distributed to the various technical disciplines.
These are their comments:
2.1.1

Agriculture

We have no comments on this work plan. Please see comments under Surface Water
regarding Municipal drains.
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Air Quality

There is no mention of odour in the Air Quality portion of the work plan. It is mentioned in other
places in the document (e.g., Socio-Economic work plan) but should be included in the Air
Quality portion of the plan.
2.1.3

Cultural Resources and Archaeology

WIFN will provide comments once the Stage 1 Archeological assessment has been completed
and will also request a meeting with the archeaologist.
2.1.4

Aviation

The work plans set out in the TOR for the Aviation and Bird Hazard Assessment are generally
adequate. However it should be noted that, regardless of Ridge Landfill’s current zoning
exemption (i.e., lands around the airport are zoned for obstruction clearances and bird hazard
protection under the Aeronautics Act, 1985), the following must be considered to determine
what enhancements may be required to the existing bird hazard assessment and control plan to
allow for an extension of this exemption:
•

Using the Appendix B (Airport Bird Hazard Risk-Assessment Process) of the Airport Wildlife
Management Bulletin No. 38 (Transport Canada, Fall 2007), and given that the ChathamKent Municipal Airport is capable of accommodating commercial aircraft, the Ridge Landfill
falls within the “Primary Bird Hazard Zone”, “Category B Event Zone”, and “Secondary Bird
Hazard Zone”. Bird Hazard Zones must be plotted. Given that Ridge Landfill is a
putrescible waste landfill, it is classified as a High-Risk land-use. The following statement
applies: “high-risk land-use, in particular, must be aggressively managed [and mitigated] to
reduce safety risks to aircraft operations” (Transport Canada, Fall 2007). Therefore, since
this land-use is deemed “inappropriate” by Transport Canada standards, risks associated
with the expansion of the Ridge Landfill must be actively mitigated and regularly
evaluated/modified when required.

•

Table 2 in Appendix B of the Airport Wildlife Management Bulletin No. 38 (Transport
Canada, Fall 2007) should be reviewed to determine the level of risk associated with
species of bird typically found in the vicinity of the Airport. Typical flight paths of birds that
are frequently present in the vicinity of the airport should be assessed to help determine
specific mitigation measures. Particularly, birds frequently flying below 1,500 feet AGL
(above ground-level) should be given priority, since the critical phases of aircraft flights
occur within this altitude (i.e., takeoff, initial climb, landing, approach and missed approach).

•

In order to determine specific mitigation measures to minimize hazards, the following
documents should be referenced (available online):
a) Safety Above All – A coordinated approach to airport-vicinity wildlife management
(Transport Canada, 2012).
b) TP 13029 – Evaluation of the Efficacy of Products and Techniques for Airport Bird
Control (Transport Canada, 1998).
c) TP 11500 E – Wildlife Control Procedures Manual (Transport Canada, 2002).

Ridge Landfill ToR Review
December 18, 2016
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Page 4 of 7

d) TP 13549 E – Sharing the Skies – An Aviation Industry Guide to the Management of
Wildlife Hazards (Transport Canada).
e) TP 1247 E – Land Use in the Vicinity of Aerodromes Ninth Edition (Transport Canada,
2013).
2.1.5

Biology

With respect to the Biology work plan, we note the following:
1. It is noted that 15 Endangered or Threatened species have the potential to be present. The
actual species should be listed so it can be determined whether the proposed surveys are
appropriate and sufficient to address each species and that appropriate protocols for data
collection are followed.
2. Species specific survey protocols should be identified including the reviewing agency, the
name of the protocol, survey methods, timing, in field conditions required for surveys, etc.,
e.g. Ecological Land Classification (1998 Lee, H., et. al.), Breeding Bird surveys (Bird
Studies Canada) and wetland identification and delineation (Ontario Wetland Evaluation
System – MNRF).
3. We recommend that the significance of each natural feature (as identified in the Provincial
Policy Statement 2014, Section 2.1) in the on- and off-site study areas be determined using
provincial criteria (including the Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 7E Criteria Schedule
(MNRF, 2015), as well as local criteria (e.g., local Official Plan).
4. WIFN staff may wish to participate in ecological survey work. The TOR should indicate that
WIFN staff will be contacted and given the opportunity to participate.
5. Table 3: “Alternatives To Evaluation Criteria for Potential Impacts to the Natural
Environment” is very general. The Criteria includes “potential for impact on natural features
and potential for impacts on groundwater, surface water and air quality”. This should be
expanded to include “Potential impacts to plant species and communities, wildlife species
and populations, wildlife habitat and Species at Risk (SAR). Current criteria ignore wildlife”.
6. The proposed criteria that will be used to evaluate the various Alternative Methods for
landfill expansion should also include:

7.

2.1.6

•

Potential loss of habitat of Endangered and Threatened species; and,

•

Potential loss of medicinal or other culturally sensitive species of importance to First
Nations groups such as WIFN.

Compensation should be established early in the process. Conversations are needed to
assess the appropriate ratios, and plans presented in the ToR (Figure 12) may be
inadequate in terms of compensation areas. Offsite mitigation areas could be used if
necessary.
Bird Hazard Assessment

Additional details should be provided with respect to the survey protocols, time of year, time of
day, survey locations, etc. How will bird hazards be assessed (i.e., what criteria/guidelines will
be used to determine whether a bird hazard exists)? How will the results be presented?
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Design and Operations Plan

Figure 12 of the TOR indicates 3 possible landfill configurations. However during the site visit it
was indicated that the solution may involve a combination of these configurations (e.g., A and B,
or B and C). This is not clearly explained in the document. Please clarify which options would
be evaluated.
It should be noted that designs should be developed to existing standards. Grandfathering of a
methodology, or saying that this is acceptable because it is how it was always done, is not
appropriate.
It is assumed that the site development will involve new stormwater ditches and surface water
ponds, and these should be developed to a conceptual level such that any impacts can be
assessed.
2.1.8

Geology/Hydrogeology

With respect to the Geological and Hydrogeological Work Plans, we make the following
comments:
•

A current site plan showing the existing groundwater and surface water monitoring network
should be added to the Work Plan.

•

Water levels are to be measured in the proposed new monitoring wells. An indication of
frequency and duration of the monitoring should be added to the Work Plan.

•

The Impact assessment analysis should include preparation of to-scale technical crosssections that show the relationship between the geology, the waste, the leachate collection
system, surface water features and the monitoring network.

•

The impact assessment should include a thorough outline of the current monitoring and
evaluation of the historical monitoring data.

2.1.9

Noise

The Noise Work Plan as currently outlined is adequate.
2.1.10

Socio-Economic

•

It is stated that information will be collected concerning the use and enjoyment of residential
properties and potential effects to businesses. It should be stated how this information will
be collected (e.g., door-to-door survey). Standards should be stated (i.e., what will be
considered a statistically valid sample?). Will all properties within the 1 km radius and along
the haul route be included?

•

How will any changes in property values be determined?

2.1.11
•

Surface Water

Additional details about the water sampling protocol would be helpful, including the timing,
number of samples, preliminary location of sampling stations, equipment to be used, etc.
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•

WIFN staff may wish to participate in the surface water sampling work. The TOR should
indicate that WIFN staff will be contacted and given the opportunity to participate.

•

The Surface Water Work Plan should address the on-site drains in regards to the Drainage
Act.

•

It should be confirmed if the on-site drains are Municipal Drains under the Drainage Act. If
they are, any changes to location, width or depth must be made under Section 78 of the
Act. The design capacity will have to be considered if site development alters the
stormwater input.

2.1.12

Transportation

The work plans set out in the TOR for the Transportation Analysis are generally adequate.
However, we suggest that the following be added for clarification:
•

The forecasted site trips and distribution of these trips should take into consideration any
anticipated modification to the market serviced, including increased diversion processing
that may occur on site.

•

The TOR identifies the study of only one haul route (i.e., between the site and Highway
401). The study should expand to include other haul routes, depending on the potential for
significant traffic or environmental sensitivity along such routes.

•

The TOR proposes to assess the safety along the haul route but does not identify the need
to establish baseline collision data along these routes. Baseline collision data should be
established along these routes and analyzed as part of the overall safety assessment.

2.1.13

Visual

The TOR identified a previous visual assessment completed in 1997. This assessment
identified visual impacts from up to 3 km from the site, and prompted construction of berms.
We agree that the off-site study area should be expanded beyond 1 km as per Section 4.3. We
suggest that the areas identified as having been impacted previously be included in the
discussion of mitigation measures to determine the results of previously used strategies in
reducing impacts off-site.
Neegan Burnside has no concerns with the proposed approach to identifying areas of concern
and identifying appropriate screening plans.
Neegan has however identified the following items for consideration by the proponent during the
development of any required mitigation measures:
•

With regards to consideration of mitigation measures we request additional information on
the proposed type of soils (i.e., clean fill, sourced on-site from excavation, contaminated fill,
etc.) for any berm proposed for the site.

•

With regards to landscape planning we suggest that native species and/or beneficial
plantings (such as species favoured by pollinators) be considered during the planning
process.
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The need for landfills, and landfill expansion, is recognized. It is WIFN’s intent to promote best
practices in resource management throughout its Traditional Territory. To that end, WIFN
should continue to be involved in the TOR and EA and be kept informed of any responses or
updates stemming from these comments or the comments of other agencies and stakeholders.
Yours truly,
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Kent Hunter, P.Eng.
Project Manager
KH:js
cc:

Jared Macbeth, WIFN (enc.) (Via: Email)
Cathy Smith, Progressive Waste (Via: Email)
Cindy Batista, MOECC (Via: Email)

In the preparation of the various instruments of service contained herein, Neegan Burnside Ltd. was required to use and rely upon
various sources of information (including but not limited to: reports, data, drawings, observations) produced by parties other than
Neegan Burnside Ltd.. For its part Neegan Burnside Ltd. has proceeded based on the belief that the third party/parties in question
produced this documentation using accepted industry standards and best practices and that all information was therefore accurate,
correct and free of errors at the time of consultation. As such, the comments, recommendations and materials presented in this
instrument of service reflect our best judgment in light of the information available at the time of preparation. Neegan Burnside Ltd.,
its employees, affiliates and subcontractors accept no liability for inaccuracies or errors in the instruments of service provided to the
client, arising from deficiencies in the aforementioned third party materials and documents.
Neegan Burnside Ltd. makes no warranties, either express or implied, of merchantability and fitness of the documents and other
instruments of service for any purpose other than that specified by the contract.
161215 Ridge review for WIFN.docx
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Jared Macbeth
Project Review Coordinator
External Projects Program
Walpole Island First Nation
2185 River Road North, R.R. 3
Wallaceburg, ON
N8A 4K9
Sent by email:

RE: Neegan Burnside Review of the Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference

Dear Mr. Macbeth,
On December 20, 2016, PWS received a copy of Neegan Burnside’s review of the Ridge Landfill Terms of
Reference (ToR) and Record of Consultation that was submitted to the Ministry of the Environment and
Climate Change (MOECC) on November 18, 2016. We understand that Neegan Burnside was retained by
Walpole Island First Nation to provide assistance regarding the review of the ToR. The purpose of the
review was to determine from WIFN’s perspective whether the ToR was consistent with best practices
and was reasonable in terms of the objectives to be achieved.
Attached are our responses to your questions and comments. We appreciate your feedback as the project
moves forward to the EA stage and would like to arrange a meeting as soon as possible to discuss your
comments and our responses. Our goal is to ensure that we have adequately addressed your comments
and in keeping with our current and ongoing communication with MOECC EA Branch staff to finalize the
Ridge EA ToR.
PWS is committed to maintaining an ongoing relationship with WIFN throughout the EA for the landfill
expansion. As such, we would also like to use this meeting as an opportunity to share next steps in the
process, and the proposed schedule for upcoming field investigations and planned consultation activities.
Please feel free to reach out to us with further comments and questions you may have. We look forward
to meeting with you. We appreciate how busy you are so in the absence of your ability to meet in coming
days we look forward to your written feedback on our comments.
Sincerely,

John Beaucage, Principal
cc: Cindy Batista, Special Projects Officer, Ministry of the Environment & Climate Change
cc: Kent Hunter, Senior Project Engineer – Waste Management, Neegan Burnside Ltd.
cc: Dean Jacobs, Consultation Manager, Walpole Island Heritaqge
cc: Nisha Shirali, Projects Officer, Ministry of the Environment & Climate
cc: Cathy Smith, Project Manager – Ridge Landfill Expansion, Progressive Waste Solutions

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

745.8080
F: 519.745.4934
www.progressivewaste.com

February 27, 2017

Mr. Kent Hunter
Senior Project Engineer – Waste Management
Neegan Burnside Ltd.
17345 Leslie Street, Suite 200
Newmarket, ON
L3Y 0A4
Sent via email
RE: Review of the Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
Dear Mr. Hunter,
Thank you for your letter dated February 13, 2017 with your comments related to the
comment/response table PWS provided on January 11, 2017. As per your cover letter there were two
points where additional clarification was warranted:
PWS understands the importance of Species at Risk to AFN. As noted in their response, this is
information that MNRF prefers not to include in public documents. PWS will work with AFN to
liaise with MNRF regarding the provision of this information. It is Dillon’s/our understanding that
MNRF might have a preference about how and in what form the information is shared (e.g., PDF
document vs. GIS files). Dillon is not aware of MNRF denying a proponent the right to share
information they have collected. They would strongly prefer that it's not entirely public (on a
project website, for example). The MNRF generally requests that sensitive SAR data are not
mapped. This is to protect the species/features themselves.
PWS will continue to work with AFN through the TOR review and approval process and early in
the EA to provide more detail on the methodologies and protocols for species surveys and socioeconomic surveys. We understand that AFN may wish to participate in some natural features
surveys and will consult with AFN about the timing of such surveys to be undertaken.
The responses that were provided on February 13, 2017 requested assurance that appropriate
documents and guidelines would be followed during the undertaking of the EA. PWS commits to
following the Code of Practice for preparing Environmental Assessments in Ontario when completing the
cumulative effects assessment during the EA and also using appropriate guidance documents such as
the Airport Wildlife Management Bulletin when preparing the aviation assessment. Similarly, applicable
guidance documents, legislation, etc. will be used as appropriate when conducting all other technical
studies during the EA.

Ridge Landfill
20262 Erieau Road
Blenheim, ON, N0P 1A0
T: 519. 676.5000
F: 519.745.4934

745.8080
F: 519.745.4934
www.progressivewaste.com

Several of the responses provided by AFN were related to specifics of the technical discipline work to be
undertaken during the EA. We note that the description of the technical work as presented in the ToR is
intended to be a high-level summary of a more detailed technical work plan. This allows for flexibility to
adjust the scope of these technical work plans during the EA, and to incorporate comments from AFN
and others as the project progresses. There will be ongoing conversations and opportunities for AFN to
provide feedback on the level of detail of the technical discipline work of interest to AFN and to be
undertaken during the EA. Work plans and survey work, other details of the project that are of interest
to AFN will also be provided for review and comment.
Please also find the attached site plan figure that was missing from our correspondence dated January
11, 2017.
We would like the opportunity to meet and discuss a joint strategy that focus’ on AFN’s specific areas of
interest with respect to the details of technical discipline work, survey work and other matters
associated with the process. The purpose of the meeting would be to develop meaningful and timely
methods for the exchange of information during the course of the EA.
We look forward to continuing to work with you as this project unfolds.
Sincerely,

Cathy Smith
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
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Neegan Burnside Ltd. 17345 Leslie Street, Suite 200 Newmarket ON L3Y 0A4 CANADA
telephone (905) 953-8967 fax (905) 953-8945 web www.neeganburnside.com

February 1, 2017
Via: Email
Dean Jacobs
Consultation Manager
Walpole Island Heritage Centre
RR 3
Wallaceburg ON N8A 4K9
Dear Mr. Jacobs:
Re:

Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference Environmental Review
Walpole Island First Nation Review
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Neegan Burnside was retained by Walpole Island First Nations (WIFN) to provide assistance
with the technical review of the Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference for an Environmental
Assessment to facilitate an expansion. Enclosed please find our latest comments in the form of
a comment response table, dated January 31, 2017 in response to latest correspondence from
Ridge dated January 11, 2017. Of significance, please note the following:
•
•
•

We assume that all comments incorporated in your table of January 11, 2017 will be part of
the Environmental Assessment process.
Species at risk are of high importance to WIFN. If the preference is to not place this list in
the ToR, please provide directly to WIFN the list of species.
More detailed workplans should be part of the review. It is in everyone’s interest to ensure
that appropriate methodologies are being used prior to the commencement of survey work.
Including these details at the EA stage is too late as survey work will have already been
completed.

If you require additional information, please feel free to contact the undersigned.
Yours truly,
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Kent Hunter
Project Engineer
KH:js
Enclosure(s)
cc:

Jared Macbeth, WIFN (Via: Email)
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Comment and Rationale – Neegan
Burnside – December 16, 2017
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Response – Progressive Waste – January
11, 2017

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

This information was added to the TOR as a
result of comment received from the MOECC
during the review of the draft TOR.

Noted.

The intention of this paragraph was not to
suggest that additional consultation isn’t
required – but was to note the status of
treaties, and the possibility of a requirement to
consult with the Metis Nation. PWS along with
the MOECC and our Indigenous Communities
engagement specialist, John Beaucage,
identified a long list of those First Nations and
Metis with interests in the Ridge as it relates
to Traditional Territory and the rights asserted
as described here. This formed the basis for
notifications and consultation initiatives with
Indigenous Communities. PWS has made a
commitment to consultation with Indigenous
Communities throughout the EA process,

It is acknowledged that this was added at
the request of the MOECC. However, it
should be noted that WIFN adamantly
does not agree with the statement and
they request that the Terms of Reference
reflects their objection.

General Comments on Terms of Reference

On page 50 of the TOR, under Indigenous
Communities Engagement, the proponent
states;
1

After a thorough review, it has been
determined that the Project falls within the
McKee Treaty (1790) and all claims by area
First Nations have either been dealt with or
have been surrendered at the time of treaty
signing. The existence of a Métis claim of
rights in southwestern Ontario has not met
with any success in the courts.

This infers that no additional engagement is
required. However, the existing landfill and
expansion area are located within the
Traditional Territory of the WIFN. Within its
Traditional Territory, WIFN asserts the
rights to hunt, fish and trap, to harvest
plants for food and medicine, to protect and
honour burial sites and other sacred and
culturally significant sites, to sustain and
strengthen its spiritual and cultural
connection to the land, to protect the
Environment that supports its survival, to
govern itself, and to participate in all
governance and operational decisions
about how the land and resources will be
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WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

managed, used and protected (WIFN
Consultation and Accommodation Protocol).
First Nation consultation is a legal
requirement and does not just apply to
treaty and land claims resolution. We
recommend that this paragraph be
removed.

including Walpole Island First Nation.

•

Table 6 indicates that during the EA,
Indigenous communities will be
consulted through letters which will be
sent at key points in the project. WIFN is
often inundated with large quantities of
correspondence. Each letter should be
followed-up with phone calls at a
minimum to ensure that the
correspondence has been received. It is
recommended that the proponent refer to
the WIFN Consultation and
Accommodation Protocol and follow its
guidelines. The TOR should include
documentation to indicate that the
Protocol will be followed.

As part of PWS commitment to ongoing
consultation with Indigenous Communities,
PWS will follow consultation laws, guidelines
and protocols from Walpole Island First
Nation, and others.

Accepted. Use of the WIFN Consultation
Protocol is much appreciated.

•

The Site Plan shown in the TOR is very
conceptual, and a better plan showing
topography, well location and overall
features would assist a reader in
understanding the site.

The Site Plan provided in the Terms of
Reference is intended to be conceptual for
clarity and ease of understanding to the ToR
readers. Site plans to be provided in the EA
will include additional details such as

A technical reviewer is hampered by lack
of basic site information. The site plan
from the annual monitoring report should
be made available in the TOR.

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
Project No.: 300040044.0000

No.

Comment and Rationale – Neegan
Burnside – December 16, 2017

Page 4 of 18

Response – Progressive Waste – January
11, 2017

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

topography and other features.

•

•

The landfill currently receives waste from
the
industrial,
commercial
and
institutional sectors from across southern
Ontario. It receives residential waste
from the Municipality of Chatham-Kent
and Counties of Essex, Lambton,
Middlesex and Elgin. However, the plan
indicates that the intention is to expand
the receiving area of residential waste to
all of southern Ontario. Progressive has
indicated that they do not intend to
receive waste from large cities such as
Toronto or London. However, by
identifying all of southern Ontario as a
receiving area, they do open up that
possibility. Please provide clarification as
to why all of southern Ontario is
included.

PWS’s service area for ICI waste is currently
all of Ontario and PWS is seeking the same
service area for residential waste. PWS is
currently permitted to receive residential waste
from the specified municipalities but in fact
only receives waste from Chatham-Kent. PWS
is seeking an expansion of the service area for
residential waste to accommodate future
waste disposal needs identified for Southern
Ontario and to maximize use of the Ridge
Landfill’s annual capacity should ICI waste
flows decrease.

How will the cumulative effects
assessment be undertaken? A general
methodology should be provided.

The Code of Practice for preparing
Environmental Assessments in Ontario
requires that proponents include information
about potential cumulative effects of the

Satisfied with response

PWS has no current plans to accept
residential waste from major city centres such
as Toronto or London who have their own
existing long-term landfill capacity. Receipt of
residential waste from any municipality will
only occur through formal municipal
procurement processes seeking disposal
capacity and subsequent award to PWS from
those bidding processes when and if they
should occur.

The Code of Practice recommends use of
the Cumulative Effects Assessment
Practitioner’s Guide (CEAA, 1999) as a
useful resource. We also recommend

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
Project No.: 300040044.0000

No.

Comment and Rationale – Neegan
Burnside – December 16, 2017

Page 5 of 18

Response – Progressive Waste – January
11, 2017

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

project in combination with past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future activities where
possible. The cumulative impact assessment
to be undertaken as part of the EA will
include:

use of this guide. We assume that all
comments incorporated in your table of
January 11, 2017 will be part of the
Environmental Assessment process.

•
•

•

Identifying the potential effects of the
undertaking at Ridge.
Identifying planned projects in the vicinity
of Ridge through contact with ChathamKent, regulatory agencies and others.
Qualitatively assessing the potential for
effects from the Ridge to interact with
potential effects of other projects resulting
in cumulative impact on the environment.

Work Plan Review
2.1.1

Agriculture
We have no comments on this work plan.
Please see comments under Surface Water
regarding Municipal drains.

2.1.2

No response required.

N/A

The air quality technical assessment work for
this project will include an assessment of offsite odour for the preferred site development
alternative. This assessment will characterize

Accepted.

Air Quality
There is no mention of odour in the Air
Quality portion of the work plan. It is
mentioned in other places in the document
(e.g., Socio-Economic work plan) but should
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Comment and Rationale – Neegan
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Response – Progressive Waste – January
11, 2017

be included in the Air Quality portion of the
plan.

potential odour impacts resulting from the
expansion as high, medium or low. Where
necessary mitigation will be identified to
minimize odour.

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

In addition, as part of developing the site
development alternatives, a review of other
experience at landfill mining operations
related to odour will be undertaken.
2.1.3

Cultural Resources and Archaeology
WIFN will provide comments once the Stage
1 Archeological assessment has been
completed and will also request a meeting
with the archaeologist.

2.1.4

PWS welcomes any comment concerning the
archaeological finds, if any, in the area in
question. A meeting will be arranged once the
assessment has been completed.

Aviation
The work plans set out in the TOR for the
Aviation and Bird Hazard Assessment are
generally adequate. However it should be
noted that, regardless of Ridge Landfill’s
current zoning exemption (i.e., lands around
the airport are zoned for obstruction
clearances and bird hazard protection under
the Aeronautics Act, 1985), the following
must be considered to determine what
enhancements may be required to the
existing bird hazard assessment and control

The proposed work to be completed during
the EA for both aviation and bird hazard
assessment will consider the appropriate
documents and guidelines from Transport
Canada and other sources, as applicable. It is
noted that during the landfill expansion EA in
1997, the results of the bird hazard and
aviation assessments were that a bird
management plan be implemented at the
Ridge Landfill to reduce risks to operations at
the airport. A bird management plan has

The ‘appropriate documents and
guidelines’ should consider the detailed
items noted in our comments. We
assume that all comments incorporated in
your table of January 11, 2017 will be part
of the Environmental Assessment
process.
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plan to allow for an extension of this
exemption:

been executed since that time. The potential
risks to aviation and the bird management
plan will be revisited as part of this current EA
and will form part of the final
recommendations of the aviation and bird
hazard assessments presented in the EA.

•

Using the Appendix B (Airport Bird
Hazard Risk-Assessment Process) of
the Airport Wildlife Management
Bulletin No. 38 (Transport Canada, Fall
2007), and given that the ChathamKent Municipal Airport is capable of
accommodating commercial aircraft, the
Ridge Landfill falls within the “Primary
Bird Hazard Zone”, “Category B Event
Zone”, and “Secondary Bird Hazard
Zone”. Bird Hazard Zones must be
plotted. Given that Ridge Landfill is a
putrescible waste landfill, it is classified
as a High-Risk land- use. The following
statement applies: “high-risk land-use, in
particular, must be aggressively
managed [and mitigated] to reduce
safety risks to aircraft operations”
(Transport Canada, Fall 2007).
Therefore, since this land-use is
deemed “inappropriate” by Transport
Canada standards, risks associated
with the expansion of the Ridge Landfill
must be actively mitigated and regularly
evaluated/modified when require

•

Table 2 in Appendix B of the Airport
Wildlife Management Bulletin No. 38
(Transport Canada, Fall 2007) should be
reviewed to determine the level of risk

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017
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Burnside – December 16, 2017
associated with species of bird typically
found in the vicinity of the Airport.
Typical flight paths of birds that are
frequently present in the vicinity of the
airport should be assessed to help
determine specific mitigation measures.
Particularly, birds frequently flying below
1,500 feet AGL (above ground-level)
should be given priority, since the critical
phases of aircraft flights occur within this
altitude (i.e., takeoff, initial climb,
landing, approach and missed
approach).
•

In order to determine specific
mitigation measures to minimize
hazards, the following documents
should be referenced (available
online):
1) Safety Above All – A coordinated
approach to airport- vicinity wildlife
management (Transport Canada,
2012).
2) TP 13029 – Evaluation of the
Efficacy of Products and Techniques
for Airport Bird Control (Transport
Canada, 1998).
3) TP 11500 E – Wildlife Control
Procedures Manual (Transport
Canada, 2002)
4) TP 13549 E – Sharing the Skies –
An Aviation Industry Guide to the

Page 8 of 18

Response – Progressive Waste – January
11, 2017

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017
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WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

Management of Wildlife Hazards
(Transport Canada).
5) TP 1247 E – Land Use in the Vicinity
of Aerodromes Ninth Edition
(Transport Canada, 2013).

2.1.5

Biology
1. It is noted that 15 Endangered or
Threatened species have the potential
to be present. The actual species
should be listed so it can be determined
whether the proposed surveys are
appropriate and sufficient to address
each species and that appropriate
protocols for data collection are
followed.

It is the preference of the MNRF that lists of
Species at Risk are not provided in public
documents. The surveys and data collection
required will be completed in consultation with
the MNRF and will be undertaken in
accordance with MNRF protocols and industry
best practices.

Species at risk are of high importance to
WIFN. If the preference is to not place
this list in the ToR, please provide directly
to WIFN the list of species. Please
indicate when the workplans will be
available for review.

2. Species specific survey protocols should
be identified including the reviewing
agency, the name of the protocol,
survey methods, timing, in field
conditions required for surveys, etc.,
e.g. Ecological Land Classification
(1998 Lee, H., et. al.), Breeding Bird
surveys (Bird Studies Canada) and
wetland identification and delineation
(Ontario Wetland Evaluation System –

Surveys for Ecological Land Classification,
Breeding birds and wetland delineation will be
undertaken in accordance with MNRF
requirements and industry best practices.
Details as to protocols followed, agencies
having authority, etc. will be provided in the
EA.

The TOR sets the framework for
completion of the EA. As such, we believe
that protocols to be used should be
specified in the TOR. It is in everyone’s
interest to ensure that appropriate
protocols are being followed prior to the
commencement of fieldwork. Including
these details at the EA stage is too late as
fieldwork will have already been
completed.
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WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

MNRF).
Accepted. We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.

3.

We recommend that the significance of
each natural feature (as identified in the
Provincial Policy Statement 2014,
Section 2.1) in the on- and off-site study
areas be determined using provincial
criteria (including the Significant Wildlife
Habitat Ecoregion 7E Criteria Schedule
(MNRF, 2015), as well as local criteria
(e.g., local Official Plan).

The significance of natural features will be
determined based on MNRF and planning
protocols, including the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS) and Significant Wildlife
Ecoregion Schedules. This will be
documented in the EA.

4.

WIFN staff may wish to participate in
ecological survey work. The TOR
should indicate that WIFN staff will be
contacted and given the opportunity to
participate.

While the majority of the Ecological Land
Classification work was completed in 2016,
PWS will keep WIFN and other Indigenous
Communities apprised of the field work
scheduling as the EA progresses in 2017.
PWS will discuss participation in EA field
studies with WIFN.

Accepted. Two weeks advance notice
would be appreciated before
commencement of fieldwork.

5.

Table 3: “Alternatives To Evaluation
Criteria for Potential Impacts to the
Natural Environment” is very general.
The Criteria includes “potential for
impact on natural features and potential
for impacts on groundwater, surface
water and air quality”. This should be
expanded to include “Potential impacts
to plant species and communities,

The “Alternatives To” evaluation was
undertaken using criteria appropriate to the
types of alternatives being considered. We
note that given the alternatives being
considered, revising the criteria as suggested
would not change the outcome.

Accepted. WIFN may wish to have the
opportunity to comment on the updated
criteria as early as possible in the EA
process. Please contact WIFN when
updated criteria are available.

The suggestions will be considered in
refinements to the proposed criteria for the
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WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

wildlife species and populations, wildlife
habitat and Species at Risk (SAR).
Current criteria ignore wildlife”.

evaluation of site development alternatives
(Table 2B, Appendix B in the TOR, and the
draft impact assessment criteria (Table 5 in
the TOR). These criteria will undergo further
consultation early in the EA process and these
suggestions will be considered at that time.

6. The proposed criteria that will be used to
evaluate the various Alternative
Methods for landfill expansion should
also include:

We will consider these criteria suggestions in
the EA during the evaluation of alternative
methods and the impact assessment of the
preferred alternative method. We request that
WIFN provide a list of plant or other culturally
important species so that these can be
considered as part of the EA.

All native species have relevance to
WIFN as the integrity of the entire
ecosystem is a priority for the First
Nation.

Preliminary habitat compensation discussions
have occurred with the Lower Thames Valley
Conservation Authority, Chatham-Kent and
the MNRF with respect to on-site and off-site
compensation areas. These conversations
will continue in a meaningful way once the
preferred site development alternative
method has been determined.

Please keep WIFN apprised of any
compensation discussions and
requirements.

•

Potential loss of habitat of Endangered
and Threatened species; and,

•

Potential loss of medicinal or other
culturally sensitive species of
importance to First Nations groups
such as WIFN.

7. Compensation should be established
early in the process. Conversations are
needed to assess the appropriate
ratios, and plans presented in the ToR
(Figure 12) may be inadequate in terms
of compensation areas. Offsite
mitigation areas could be used if
necessary.
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January 31, 2017

Bird Hazard Assessment
Additional details should be provided with
respect to the survey protocols, time of year,
time of day, survey locations, etc. How will
bird hazards be assessed (i.e., what
criteria/guidelines will be used to determine
whether a bird hazard exists)? How will the
results be presented?

2.1.7

Page 12 of 18

The TOR presented an overview of the
technical studies to give the reader an overall
understanding of the work to be undertaken
and was not intended to provide specific
details for each discipline. These will be
confirmed during the EA and we would be
pleased to provide more details to WIFN
including survey protocols at that time.

We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.

Design and Operations Plan
Figure 12 of the TOR indicates 3 possible
landfill configurations. However during the
site visit it was indicated that the solution
may involve a combination of these
configurations (e.g., A and B, or B and C).
This is not clearly explained in the document.
Please clarify which options would be
evaluated.

There are several ways the landfill could be
expanded, and these include lateral
expansion areas (denoted as A, B and C on
Figure 12 in the TOR), vertical expansion of
current waste areas (e.g., the Old Landfill),
and landfill mining. As noted in Section 5.2.2.1
of the TOR, individually these approaches do
not provide the capacity required for the 20year expansion of the landfill. As such, during
the EA, the approaches to expansion listed in
the TOR will be combined to create specific
site development alternatives for
consideration.
The specific site development alternatives will
be presented for consultation during the EA.

Satisfied with response.
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It should be noted that designs should be
developed to existing standards.
Grandfathering of a methodology, or saying
that this is acceptable because it is how it
was always done, is not appropriate.

Site development alternatives will be
developed to applicable standards and
guidelines and will consider the history of the
site, as appropriate. As noted the alternatives
will be presented for consultation during the
EA.

Satisfied.

It is assumed that the site development will
involve new stormwater ditches and surface
water ponds, and these should be developed
to a conceptual level such that any impacts
can be assessed.

The conceptual design/locations for
stormwater management will be incorporated
into the site development and the impact
assessment of the preferred alternative.

Satisfied.

Geology/Hydrogeology
•

A current site plan showing the existing
groundwater and surface water
monitoring network should be added to
the Work Plan.

Information on the existing ground and
surface water monitoring network is available
as part of the Ridge Annual Report which is
submitted to MOECC. A copy of the figure
from the 2015 Annual Report is attached.
This information will be included in the EA.

We did not receive the figure. Please
provide.

•

Water levels are to be measured in the
proposed new monitoring wells. An
indication of frequency and duration of
the monitoring should be added to the
Work Plan.

It is anticipated that water levels will be
collected on five occasions over a period of 10
months; however timing will be weatherdependent.

Accepted.
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•

The Impact assessment analysis should
include preparation of to-scale technical
cross- sections that show the
relationship between the geology, the
waste, the leachate collection system,
surface water features and the
monitoring network.

Technical cross-sections and a discussion on
the relationships between geology, waste,
leachate collection and surface water features
will be included as part of the EA.

•

The impact assessment should include a
thorough outline of the current
monitoring and evaluation of the
historical monitoring data.

This information will be summarized as part of
the EA.

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017
We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.

We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.

Noise

The Noise Work Plan as currently outlined is
adequate.
2.1.10

Page 14 of 18

Comment noted.

Accepted

An in-person survey of residents and
businesses within 1 km and along the haul
route is proposed to collect information related
to the use and enjoyment of property. More
specific details on data collection
methodology will be documented in the EA.

The TOR sets the framework for
completion of the EA. As such, we believe
that protocols/methodology to be used
should be specified in the TOR. It is in
everyone’s interest to ensure that
appropriate methodologies are being used
prior to the commencement of survey

Socio-Economic
•

It is stated that information will be
collected concerning the use and
enjoyment of residential properties and
potential effects to businesses. It should
be stated how this information will be
collected (e.g., door-to-door survey).
Standards should be stated (i.e., what will
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be considered a statistically valid
sample?). Will all properties within the 1
km radius and along the haul route be
included?
2.1.11

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017
work. Including these details at the EA
stage is too late as survey work will have
already been completed.

Surface Water
Additional details about the water sampling
protocol would be helpful, including the
timing, number of samples, preliminary
location of sampling stations, equipment to
be used, etc.

The TOR presented an overview of the
technical studies to give the reader an overall
understanding of the work to be undertaken
and was not intended to provide specific
details for each discipline. These will be
confirmed during the EA and we would be
pleased to provide more details to WIFN at
that time.

•

WIFN staff may wish to participate in the
surface water sampling work. The TOR
should indicate that WIFN staff will be
contacted and given the opportunity to
participate.

PWS will keep WIFN and other indigenous
communities apprised of the field work
scheduling as the EA progresses in 2017.
PWS will discuss participation in EA field
studies with WIFN.

•

The Surface Water Work Plan should
address the on-site drains in regards to
the Drainage Act.

The surface water technical studies will
include the assessment of on-site drains and
requirements under the Drainage Act, as
needed. PWS will also consult with the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent for Drainage Act

We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.

Satisfied.

We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.
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WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

requirements as they pertain to planning
approvals.

•

2.1.12

It should be confirmed if the on-site
drains are Municipal Drains under the
Drainage Act. If they are, any changes to
location, width or depth must be made
under Section 78 of the Act. The design
capacity will have to be considered if site
development alters the stormwater input.

Please clarity is the consultant saying
(above) that these are Municipal Drains
regulated under the Drainage Act.

Transportation
•

The forecasted site trips and distribution
of these trips should take into
consideration any anticipated
modification to the market services,
including increased diversion processing
that may occur on site.

The transportation impact assessment of the
undertaking will consider anticipated traffic
associated with any additional diversion
occurring at the site confirmed through the EA
process.

•

The TOR identifies the study of only one
haul route (i.e., between the site and
Highway 401). The study should expand
to include other haul routes, depending
on the potential for significant traffic or
environmental sensitivity along such

As part of the 1997 EA, alternative haul routes
were evaluated and the currently designated
route was identified as the preferred haul
route. This process was subject to review and
comment from the public and the Municipality
of Chatham-Kent and formed part of the

We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.

We assume that all comments
incorporated in your table of January 11,
2017 will be part of the Environmental
Assessment process.
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WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

approved EA. The designated haul route has
functioned well since that time.
This proposed expansion does not change the
annual waste tonnage the site can receive for
disposal. Given this and the safe function of
the designated haul route, PWS does not
intend to change it for this landfill expansion,
but will complete an impact assessment of the
haul route.

•

2.1.13

The TOR proposes to assess the safety
along the haul route but does not identify
the need to establish baseline collision
data along these routes. Baseline
collision data should be established
along these routes and analyzed as part
of the overall safety assessment.

Baseline collision data will be considered and
analyzed as part of the overall safety
assessment during the EA.

Acknowledged. We assume that all
comments incorporated in your table of
January 11, 2017 will be part of the
Environmental Assessment process.

We will consider this as part of the EA.

Satisfied. Please note: We expect to see
this included in the Environmental
Assessment.

Visual
We agree that the off-site study area should
be expanded beyond 1 km as per Section
4.3. We suggest that the areas identified as
having been impacted previously be
included in the discussion of mitigation
measures to determine the results of
previously used strategies in reducing
impacts off-site.
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Neegan Burnside has no concerns with the
proposed approach to identifying areas of
concern and identifying appropriate
screening plans.
Neegan has however identified the
following items for consideration by the
proponent during the development of any
required mitigation measures:

•

With regards to consideration of
mitigation measures we request
additional information on the proposed
type of soils (i.e., clean fill, sourced onsite from excavation, contaminated fill,
etc.) for any berm proposed for the site.

All perimeter berms on site are constructed
with on-site soils.

Satisfied.

•

With regards to landscape planning we
suggest that native species and/or
beneficial plantings (such as species
favoured by pollinators) be considered
during the planning process.

Native species (as is current practice at the
Ridge) and beneficial plantings (such as
species favoured by pollinators) will be
considered for visual screening in the EA.

Satisfied.

PWS is committed to ongoing consultation
with WIFN, other Indigenous Communities,
and other agency, public and business
stakeholders as part of the EA. This will
include updates/changes to the project as the

Satisfied.

The need for landfills, and landfill expansion,
is recognized. It is WIFN’s intent to promote
best practices in resource management
throughout its Traditional Territory. To that
end, WIFN should continue to be involved in
the TOR and EA and be kept informed of
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11, 2017

any responses or updates stemming from
these comments or the comments of other
agencies and stakeholders.

EA process continues.

WIFN/Neegan Burnside Reply –
January 31, 2017

Mr. Jared Macbeth
Project Review Coordinator
External Projects Program
Walpole Island First Nation
2185 River Road North R. R. 3
Wallaceburg, ON N8A 4K9
jared.macbeth@wifn.org
Thank you for your letter dated February 1, 2017 with your comments related to the comment/response
table PWS provided on January 11, 2017 on the matter of the Ridge Landfill final Terms of Reference (ToR).
As per your cover letter there were three points where additional clarification was warranted:
•
•

•

PWS confirms that the comments we had included in the January 11, 2017 table will be part of
the Environmental Assessment process.
PWS understands the importance of Species at Risk to WIFN. As noted in their response, this is
information that MNRF prefers not to include in public documents. PWS will work with WIFN to
liaise with MNRF regarding the provision of this information.
PWS will continue to work with WIFN through the MOECC ToR review and approval timeline and
early in the EA process to provide more detail on the methodologies and protocols for species
surveys and socio-economic surveys in advance of the undertakings. The level of detail requested
by WIFN is beyond the scope of a ToR required by the MOECC but is required as part of the EA
process.

PWS will continue to meet and work with WIFN to provide other more detailed information requested
that is also beyond the scope of a ToR.
It is also noted that WIFN expressed concerns with the following statement in the ToR:
After a thorough review, it has been determined that the Project falls within the McKee Treaty (1790) and
all claims by area First Nations have either been dealt with or have been surrendered at the time of treaty
signing. The existence of a Métis claim of rights in southwestern Ontario has not met with any success in
the courts.
PWS has had further discussions with MOECC and this statement has been removed from the ToR. The
following text, at the request of the MOECC has instead been added to the end of section 6.1.1 in the TOR:
“PWS commits to continuing to engage and consult with the communities listed above, during the
development of the EA. For a record of all correspondence, meetings, and engagement with Indigenous
Communities during the ToR development, see attached Record of Consultation.”
Lastly, please find the attached site plan figure that PWS had intended to provide in the response to
comments on January 11, 2017.
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Our intent is to submit the Final amended Terms of Reference on February 9th, 2017 to the MOECC. PWS
would like to meet to discuss the matters above as they relate to the provision of more detailed
information and to develop a joint strategy moving forward with respect to future information provision
and ongoing input from WIFN.
We look forward to continuing to work with you as this project unfolds. If you have any questions or would
like to set up a meeting please call me at 705-746-0638 or by email at jbeaucage@counselpa.com or call
Cathy Smith at PWS at 519-358-2860 or by email at cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com.

Sincerely,

John Beacauge, Principal

cc: Dean Jacobs, Walpole Island First Nation
Cindy Batista, Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
Nisha Shirali, Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
Cathy Smith, Progressive Waste Solutions
Kent Hunter, Neegan Burnside

2/2/2018

Dillon Consulting Limited Mail - RE: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received

Bellamy, Megan <mbellamy@dillon.ca>

RE: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received
1 message
Cathy Smith <cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com>
6 March 2017 at 15:06
To: Jared Macbeth <jared.macbeth@wifn.org>
Cc: "Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com" <Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com>, Dean Jacobs <Dean.Jacobs@wifn.org>, John Beaucage
<JBeaucage@counselpa.com>, "Shirali, Nisha (MOECC)" <Nisha.Shirali@ontario.ca>, "Bellamy, Megan"
<mbellamy@dillon.ca>
Hi Jared sorry for the delayed response. PWS and Dillon are happy to share information collected related to the natural
environment and Species at Risk with WIFN. Attached is a list of species that have been observed to date at the landfill. We
would be pleased to set up a meeting with you to go through this, as well as the work plan for the EA. We would also like
WIFN to identify if any of the species listed have particular meaning to the WIFN that should be specially considered as we
progress with the EA. The MNRF has no issue with sharing the list, they are more concerned about mapping, specifically
locating where SAR can be found and that information shared in the public domain. Cathy

From: Jared Macbeth [mailto:jared.macbeth@wifn.org]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 2:49 PM
To: Cathy Smith
Cc: Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com; Dean Jacobs; John Beaucage
Subject: RE: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received

Thanks Cathy. Just so that I understand then, Dillon is going to talk to the MNRF and state that WIFN would like to
review the list and see if the MNRF has any objections, and if not, the list will be forwarded to WIFN (we assume the list is
now complete or at least started as you are developing workplans). Is this correct? Can we get a timeline on when they
are going to talk to them, and if the response is not in favourable, perhaps we could get the name of the person at the
MNRF so that we can talk directly to them and understand the issue a bit better?

-

Jared

From: Cathy Smith [mailto:cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com]
Sent: February 27, 2017 11:56 AM
To: Jared Macbeth <jared.macbeth@wifn.org>
Cc: Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com; Dean Jacobs <Dean.Jacobs@wifn.org>; John Beaucage
<JBeaucage@counselpa.com>
Subject: RE: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received

Hi Jared, that is correct. It is Dillon’s/our understanding that MNRF might have a preference about how and in what form
the information is shared (e.g., PDF document vs. GIS files). Dillon is not aware of MNRF denying a proponent the right to
share information they have collected. They would just strongly prefer that it's not entirely public (on a project website, for
example). The MNRF generally requests that sensitive SAR data are not mapped. This is to protect the species/features
themselves.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=ebecc304c8&jsver=AsueXT6su3Q.en_GB.&view=pt&as_query=from%3A(jbeaucage%40counselpa.com)&a…
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Please advise if this response is satisfactory, thanks,

Cathy

Cathy Smith HBA , MA, ENV SP
Project Manager - Ridge Landfill Expansion
T: 519 676 5000 | F: 519 745 4934 | C: 519 358 2860
Progressive Waste Solutions | 20262 Erieau Road |
Blenheim, Ontario, N0P 1A0 www.progressivewaste.com

From: Jared Macbeth [mailto:jared.macbeth@wifn.org]
Sent: Friday, February 24, 2017 3:15 PM
To: Cathy Smith
Cc: Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com; Dean Jacobs; John Beaucage
Subject: RE: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received

Hi Cathy,

We have read through the comments, and we believe the only outstanding item is the Species at Risk. Can you please
elaborate on your statement “PWS will work with WIFN to liaise with MNRF regarding the provision of this information.”?
Does this mean if the MNRF says the information can be released, the information will be released?

Thanks,
Jared

From: Cathy Smith [mailto:cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com]
Sent: February 23, 2017 10:58 AM
To: Jared Macbeth <jared.macbeth@wifn.org>
Cc: Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com; Dean Jacobs <Dean.Jacobs@wifn.org>; John Beaucage
<JBeaucage@counselpa.com>
Subject: RE: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=ebecc304c8&jsver=AsueXT6su3Q.en_GB.&view=pt&as_query=from%3A(jbeaucage%40counselpa.com)&a…
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Hi Jared, can you please advise if WIFN is satisfied at this stage with our responses? Ministry staff are in the process of
packaging up our ToR submission to the Minister’s office and have asked me to reach out to you in this regard. Please let
me know at your earliest convenience, we are anxious to keep the process moving. Thanks in advance! Cathy

Cathy Smith HBA , MA, ENV SP
Project Manager - Ridge Landfill Expansion
T: 519 676 5000 | F: 519 745 4934 | C: 519 358 2860
Progressive Waste Solutions | 20262 Erieau Road |
Blenheim, Ontario, N0P 1A0 www.progressivewaste.com

From: Devin Nicol [mailto:DNicol@counselpa.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2017 4:12 PM
To: jared.macbeth@wifn.org
Cc: Cathy Smith; Cindy.Batista@ontario.ca; Kent.Hunter@rjburnside.com; nisha.shirali@ontario.ca;
dean.jacobs@wifn.org; John Beaucage
Subject: WIFN February 8 Response Letter to Additional Comments Received

Hi Jared,

Please find the attached letter in response to your comments received February 2, 2017 on the Ridge Landfill Terms of
Reference. If you have any questions please don’t hesitate to call John Beaucage at 705- 746-0638 or Cathy Smith at
PWS at 519-358-2860.

Regards,
Devin Nicol

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=ebecc304c8&jsver=AsueXT6su3Q.en_GB.&view=pt&as_query=from%3A(jbeaucage%40counselpa.com)&a…
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Devin Nicol
Account Manager & Compliance Officer
Counsel Public Affairs Inc.
95 St. Clair Avenue West, Suite 1606
Toronto, Ontario, M4V 1N6
Email: dnicol@counselpa.com
Direct: (416) 920-0716 ext 211
Fax : (416) 352-6069

Ridge Species List.pdf
38K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=ebecc304c8&jsver=AsueXT6su3Q.en_GB.&view=pt&as_query=from%3A(jbeaucage%40counselpa.com)&a…
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Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) Canada Inc.
Ridge Landfill - EA
Flora and Fauna Observations

SARA1

ESA2

SRANK3

American Crow
American Goldfinch
American Robin
American Tree Sparrow
Black-capped Chickadee
Blue Jay
Brown Thrasher
Cedar Waxwing
Common Grackle
Eastern Phoebe
Eastern Wild Turkey
Eastern Wood-Pewee
Gray Catbird
Great Crested Flycatcher
House Wren
Indigo Bunting
Killdeer
Nashville Warbler
Red-eyed Vireo
Red-tailed Hawk
Song Sparrow
Swainson’s Thrush
White-throated Sparrow
Yellow Warbler

BIRDS
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Carduelis tristis
Turdus migratorius
Spizella arborea
Poecile atricapillus
Cyanocitta cristata
Toxostoma rufum
Bombycilla cedrorum
Quiscalus quiscula
Sayornis phoebe
Meleagris gallopavo
Contopus virens
Dumetella carolinensis
Myiarchus crinitus
Troglodytes aedon
Passerina cyanea
Charadrius vociferus
Vermivora ruficapilla
Vireo olivaceus
Buteo jamaicensis
Melospiza melodia
Catharus ustulatus
Zonotrichia albicollis
Setophaga petechia

-------------------------------------------------

----------------------SC
-------------------------

S5B
S5B
S5B
S4B
S5
S5
S4B
S5B
S5B
S5B
S5
S4B
S4B
S4B
S5B
S4B
S5B,S5N
S5B
S5B
S5
S5B
S4B
S5B
S5B

American Toad
Gray Treefrog
Western Chorus Frog

AMPHIBIANS
Anaxyrus americanus
Hyla versicolor
Pseudacris triseriata pop. 2

-------

-------

S5
S5
S4

Big Brown Bat
Eastern Gay Squirrel
Eastern Red Bat
Eastern Small-footed Bat*
Hoary Bat
Little Brown Myotis*
Northern Myotis*
Raccoon
Silver-haired Bat
Tricolored Bat*

MAMMALS
Eptesicus fuscus
Sciurus carolinensis
Lasiurus borealis
Myotis leibii
Lasiurus cinereus
Myotis lucifugus
Myotis septentrionalis
Procyon lotor
Lasionycteris noctivagans
Perimyotis subfalvus

----------END
END
----END

------END
--END
END
----END

S4
S5
S4
S2S3
S4
S4
S3
S5
S4
S3?

Common Name

Scientific Name

Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) Canada Inc.
Ridge Landfill - EA
Flora and Fauna Observations
SARA1

ESA2

SRANK3

Odocoileus virginianus
BOTANICAL

---

---

S5

Rubus allegheniensis

---

---

S5

Cornus alternifolia
Tilia americana
Ulmus americana
Lycopus americanus
Ambrosia artemisiifolia
Bromus inermis
Carex bebbii
Carya cordiformis
Rubus occidentalis
Juglans nigra
Carex intumescens
Elymus hystrix

-------------------------

-------------------------

S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
SNA
S5
S5
S5
S4
S5
S5

Circaea canadensis

---

---

S5

Carex bromoides
Quercus macrocarpa
Anemone canadensis
Solidago canadensis var.
canadensis
Ribes oxyacanthoides var.
oxyacanthoides
Erigeron canadensis
Prunus virginiana

-------

-------

S5
S5
S5

---

---

S5

---

---

S5

-----

-----

S5
S5

Solanum dulcamara

---

---

SNA

Malus pumila
Rhamnus cathartica
Asclepias syriaca
Rubus idaeus ssp. idaeus
Acalypha rhomboidea
Phleum pratense
Dryopteris cristata
Rubus pubescens
Cinna latifolia
Thalictrum dioicum
Ostrya virginiana
Solidago altissima ssp. altissima
Elymus riparius
Thuja occidentalis

-----------------------------

-----------------------------

SNA
SNA
S5
SNA
S5
SNA
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S4?
S5

Common Name

Scientific Name

White-tailed Deer
Alleghany Blackberry or Common
Blackberry
Alternate-leaved Dogwood
American Basswood
American Elm
American Water-horehound
Annual Ragweed
Awnless Brome
Bebb's Sedge
Bitternut Hickory
Black Raspberry
Black Walnut
Bladder Sedge
Bottlebrush Grass
Broad-leaved Enchanter's
Nightshade
Brome-like Sedge
Bur Oak
Canada Anemone
Canada Goldenrod
Canada Gooseberry
Canada Horseweed
Choke Cherry
Climbing Nightshade or Bittersweet
Nightshade
Common Apple
Common Buckthorn
Common Milkweed
Common Red Raspberry
Common Three-seed Mercury
Common Timothy
Crested Wood Fern
Dewberry or Dwarf Raspberry
Drooping Woodreed
Early Meadow-rue
Eastern Hop-hornbeam
Eastern Late Goldenrod
Eastern Riverbank Wildrye
Eastern White Cedar

Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) Canada Inc.
Ridge Landfill - EA
Flora and Fauna Observations
Common Name

Scientific Name

False Nettle
False Solomon's-seal
Field Horsetail
Fowl Mannagrass
Fox Sedge
Freeman's Maple
Golden Current
Graceful Sedge
Gray Dogwood
Great Ragweed
Green Ash
Grove Bluegrass
Hawthorn Species
Hawthorn species
Hemlock Water-parsnip
Hop Sedge
Jack-in-the-pulpit
Large Barnyard Grass
Lettuce Species
Marginal Wood Fern
Multiflora Rose
New England Aster
Nodding Beggarticks
Nodding Fescue
Nodding Thistle
Northern Red Oak
Northern Rough-leaved Goldenrod
Norway Spruce

Boehmeria cylindrica
Maianthemum racemosum
Equisetum arvense
Glyceria striata
Carex vulpinoidea
Acer x freemanii
Ribes aureum var. aureum
Carex gracillima
Cornus racemosa
Ambrosia trifida
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Poa alsodes
Crataegus sp.
Crataegus sp.
Sium suave
Carex lupulina
Arisaema triphyllum
Echinochloa crus-galli
Lactuca sp.
Dryopteris marginalis
Rosa multiflora
Symphyotrichum novae-angliae
Bidens cernuus
Festuca subverticillata
Carduus nutans ssp. nutans
Quercus rubra
Solidago rugosa var. rugosa
Picea abies
Symphyotrichum pilosum var.
pilosum
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum
ssp. lanceolatum
Thalictrum dasycarpum
Trifolium pratense
Acer rubrum
Cornus sericea ssp sericea
Agrostis gigantea
Phalaris arundinacea
Vitis riparia
Carex rosea
Euonymus obovata
Toxicodendron rydbergii
Prunella vulgaris ssp. lanceolata

Old Field Aster
Panicled Aster
Purple Meadow-rue
Red Clover
Red Maple
Red-osier Dogwood
Redtop
Reed Canary Grass
Riverbank Grape
Rosy Sedge
Running Strawberry Bush
Rydberg's Poison Ivy
Self-heal

SARA1

ESA2

SRANK3

---------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------

S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
SNA
SNA
S5
S5
S5
S4
S4
SNA
SNA
S5
S5
S5
SNA
SNA
S5
SNA
S5
S5
S4
SNA
S5
S5
SNA

---

---

S5

---

---

S5

-----------------------

-----------------------

S4?
SNA
S5
S5
SNA
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5

Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) Canada Inc.
Ridge Landfill - EA
Flora and Fauna Observations
Common Name

Scientific Name

Sensitive Fern
Shagbark Hickory
Silver Maple
Spicebush
Spinulose Wood Fern
Spotted Jewelweed
Spreading Dogbane
Staghorn Sumac
Starved Aster
Stiff Cowbane
Swamp Agrimony

Onoclea sensibilis
Carya ovata
Acer saccharinum
Lindera benzoin
Dryopteris carthusiana
Impatiens capensis
Apocynum androsaemifolium
Rhus hirta
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum
Oxypolis rigidior
Agrimonia parviflora
Symphyotrichum puniceum var.
puniceum
Ranunculus acris
Vicia cracca
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Hydrophyllum virginianum
Fraxinus americana
Geum canadense
Trifolium repens
Melilotus albus
Oryzopsis asperifolia
Monarda fistulosa var. fistulosa
Ribes americanum
Daucus carota
Mentha arvensis
Fragaria virginiana
Laportea canadensis
Geum aleppicum
Melilotus officinalis

Swamp Aster

SARA1

ESA2

SRANK3

-----------------------

-----------------------

S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S2
S4

---

---

S5

Tall Buttercup
----SNA
Tufted Vetch
----SNA
Virginia Creeper
----S4?
Virginia Waterleaf
----S5
White Ash
----S4
White Avens
----S5
White Clover
----SNA
White Sweet-clover
----SNA
White-grained Mountain-ricegrass
----S5
Wild Bergamot
----S5
Wild Black Currant
----S5
Wild Carrot
----SNA
Wild Mint
----S5
Wild Strawberry
----S5
Wood Nettle
----S5
Yellow Avens
----S5
Yellow Sweet-clover
----SNA
*= Species at risk bat activity was confirmed based on bat acoustic results. Further analysis of the acoustic data is required to

determine which of the species at risk bats were present; 1= Species at Risk Act; 2= Endangered Species Act; 3= Provincial (Subnational) rank where S2 = very rare in Ontario, S3 = rare to uncommon in Ontario, S4 = considered to be common in Ontario, S5
= species is widespread in Ontario, SNA = not applicable, S2S3 = indicates that an element is rare, but insufficient information
exists to accurately assign a single rank, B = breeding rank, N = nonbreeding rank and ? = inexact or uncertain.

Chief Dan Miskokomon
Walpole Island First Nation
117 Tahgahoning Road, R.R. #3
Wallaceburg, ON
N8A 4K9
Sent by email:
RE: Revisions to the Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference & Change in Corporate Ownership
Dear Chief Miskokomon,
I want to advise you of two developments with respect to the Ridge Landfill: some revisions to the
Terms of Reference for the Environmental Assessment on the proposed expansion of the Ridge Landfill
and the change in the company’s corporate ownership from Progressive Waste Solutions to Waste
Connections of Canada.
Waste Connections is voluntarily withdrawing its proposed Terms of Reference to work with the
government on enhancing it so it better reflects the government’s new Waste Free Ontario Act, which
was passed after the Terms of Reference were submitted. The revised Terms of Reference will provide
more information on the scope of work to be conducted in the Environmental Assessment on waste
diversion as well as other environmental work plans pertaining to the proposed expansion of the Ridge
Landfill.
Waste Connections will be hosting another open house for residents and other interested parties to
have an opportunity to provide input on the proposed revisions. The open house is planned to occur this
fall and details will follow.
Also, because of the merger of Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) with Waste Connections Inc. in June
2016, PWS has changed its name to Waste Connections of Canada. As they unite under the Waste
Connections banner they will remain the same dependable partner committed to being a good neighbor
and a responsible corporate citizen.
If you have any questions or comments, please call me at 705-746-0638 or via email at
JBeaucage@counselpa.com, and please copy Cathy Smith at cathy.smith@progressivewaste.com.
Sincerely,

John Beaucage, Principal
cc: Kent Hunter, Senior Project Engineer – Waste Management, Neegan Burnside Ltd.
cc: Cathy Smith, Project Manager – Ridge Landfill Expansion, Progressive Waste Solutions
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Agency Meeting Minutes

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference (Amended)
February 2017

MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

EA Terms of Reference MOECC Pre-Consultation Meeting for the
Ridge Landfill

DATE/TIME:

December 16, 2015, 1:30 pm to 3:00 pm

LOCATION:

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) Office – 135
St. Clair Avenue West, 4th Floor

PRESENT:

Cathy Smith (PWS), Brian Forrestal (PWS), David Racz (MOECC, by
phone), Cindy Batista (MOECC), Daniel Delaquis (MOECC), Gary
Komar (Dillon Consulting), Karla Kolli (Dillon Consulting), Megan
Bellamy (Dillon Consulting)

NOTE: These minutes have been prepared for file. A meeting summary was sent by email to MOECC

Introduction & Purpose of the Meeting
Brian introduced the team and provided an overview of the proposed project. The team wanted to
present the proposed project to the MOECC today, including the pre-Environmental Assessment
(EA) preparatory work to ensure that all parties are comfortable with the methodology for the
EA Terms of Reference (ToR). It was noted that the project is confidential at this stage because
Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS) is undergoing negotiations with a neighbouring landowner.
A focused ToR will be developed for the project and is anticipated to be submitted to the
MOECC in mid-2016. The management of stakeholder consultation is very important to PWS,
so any feedback from the MOECC regarding approach is appreciated. Dillon, PWS’ consultant,
has a long history at the site and completed the 1997 EA to expand the landfill and the 2010
screening for a proposed fill rate modification.
The Ridge Landfill: Present and Future
The Ridge Landfill began operation in 1966 and now receives 1.3 million tonnes of
municipal solid waste (MSW) annually. The annual fill rate was changed approximately
3 years ago from approximately 900,000 tonnes to 1.3 million tonnes. The overall
capacity of the site did not change, but the Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA)
for the site was amended to increase the total tonnage per year.
In 1999, the landfill was expanded to approximately 262 ha. The assumed life of the
landfill at that time was 20 years. Currently, the landfill is expected to reach capacity
around 2022, approximately 6 years from now.
DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8

TELEPHONE (416) 229-4646
FAX (416) 229-4692
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MOECC Pre-Consultation Meeting for the Ridge Landfill
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The landfill is licenced to receive Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (ICI) waste
from all of Ontario and residential waste from the Municipality of Chatham-Kent (CK)
and the surrounding four counties. The leachate from the facility is piped to the Blenheim
wastewater treatment plant.
The landfill has a Community Liaison Committee (CLC) that meets every quarter. The
CLC is comprised of members of the public, members of Chatham-Kent council, the
landfill manager, an independent consultant, and the MOECC Environmental Officer
(David Racz).
The landfill is monitored annually for groundwater, surface water and leachate quality.
Dillon undertakes this monitoring for PWS.
A total of 60 people in Chatham-Kent are employed by the PWS; 20 of these are landfill
site employees; the remainder are collection employees
PWS gives a percentage of the Ridge Landfill tipping fee to the Ridge Landfill Trust.
The Trust allocates the money to local community improvement projects.
CK does not have its own municipal landfill site and is supportive of this project.
The landfill has a defined haul route between Highway 401 and the site. The people who
live along the haul route are compensated, as well as site neighbours.
The landfill is outside of the identified source water protection area.
Pre-EA Work
Dillon and PWS have been working to complete pre-EA work over the past year. The
purpose of the work was to inform the direction and scope of the ToR. The pre-EA work
focused on a 20 year planning period (2022-2041) and included the completion of the
following tasks:
Needs and opportunities assessment – This work projected demand for waste
disposal in southern Ontario across the planning period (2022-2041). It assumed a
medium diversion scenario and that the amount of waste shipped to the USA remains
the same (approx. 3 million tonnes per year). The needs assessment identified that
disposal capacity in southern Ontario will drop off in 2023-2025 leaving insufficient
capacity for the amount of waste requiring disposal.
Consideration of “Alternatives To” – Four alternatives were developed including
Do Nothing, close Ridge and open an new landfill, expand the existing landfill, and
expand the existing landfill and add opportunities to accommodate resource recovery.
The “Alternatives To” were identified with PWS’ core business in mind. PWS is not
in the business of energy-from-waste facilities, so the alternatives are focused on
landfill and diversion.
Using criteria modified from the MOECC Code of Practice for Preparing and
Reviewing Terms of Reference for Environmental Assessments in Ontario (2014), an
assessment of the “alternatives to” identified an expansion of the existing landfill

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8
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including resource recovery as preferred:
Do Nothing – the Ridge Landfill would reach capacity around 2022 and
close. This would not address the need for continued landfill capacity.
Close the Ridge Landfill and open a new landfill – the Ridge Landfill
would reach capacity and close and PWS would open a new landfill in the
area.
Expand the current landfill – this option meets the screening criteria but
only focuses on disposal and doesn’t address other waste streams.
Expand the current landfill including Resource Recovery – this
alternative would set aside land to accommodate resource recovery
alternatives that could be determined once the new Waste Free Ontario
Act comes into force.
Site Development Alternatives - The work aimed to answer the question “How can
we develop the site so it has additional capacity for the 20 year planning period?” It
was determined that there is sufficient room on the site to accommodate an
expansion. PWS is also proposing to expand the residential waste capture area to all
of Ontario, but based on projected needs, most of the waste would be coming from
southern Ontario.
The Ridge Focused Terms of Reference
Based on the pre-EA work, PWS is planning on preparing a focused EA Terms of
Reference for an expansion of the Ridge Landfill with Resource Recovery. The
following points were raised at the meeting for consideration in the ToR:
Including Diversion in the Alternative Methods – PWS has considered the
wasteshed of the area and it is most efficient to do waste diversion as close to the
generator as possible. Currently, there is limited opportunity for PWS to do more
diversion at Ridge, based on the site location and recent discussions with local
municipalities. PWS is committed to set aside an area for resource recovery to
accommodate future opportunities such as the implementation of the Organics
Action Plan proposed in the Waste Free Ontario Strategy. The MOECC will be
looking for an evaluation of diversion alternatives in the EA; they will provide
PWS with some examples from other recent EAs. They also suggested that PWS
consider applying incentives for CK diversion instead of discounting tipping fees.
Landfill Mining – PWS is considering mining the Old Landfill to recover
recyclable materials and increase capacity.
Airport Zoning - The existing fill areas have an exemption from the Transport
Canada Airport zoning by-law for the CK airport. This exemption would need to
be extended to the proposed expansion south of the old rail line, which is further
away from the airport flight paths.
On-site Woodlots –The proposed expansion alternatives could require the
removal of two woodland areas. PWS proposes that these be regenerated in the
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north part of the site. There is also a significant berm around the site that PWS
would like to naturalize. Consultation with the Lower Thames Conservation
Authority is planned. It was noted that the CA may require a greater planting ratio
for compensation (3:1).
Cumulative Effects - There is no other landfill within the site vicinity that would
need to be considered in the evaluation of cumulative effects.
Climate Change – PWS will consider climate change mitigation and adaptation,
looking at the potential effect of climate change on the project as well as how the
project might affect climate change (e.g. GHG emissions). MOECC noted that
climate change guidelines for waste management facilities are expected in the
spring of 2016 which will encourage proponents to consider more intense and
frequent storm events.
Consultation Program
The consultation program was designed to be consistent with the Code of Practice. The
first steps in the program are this pre-consultation meeting with MOECC and one to take
place with CK in the new year.
The formal “launch” of consultation for the project will not start until negotiations with
the neighbor are complete (anticipated early January). It was noted that the neighbour’s
property is not needed to go ahead with the project, but it is PWS’ preference that this get
finalized before the project is made public.
Dillon had provided the MOECC with a list of Aboriginal communities for review and
confirmation. The list provided has evolved over the history of the site from the late
1990’s to present and includes: Caldwell First Nation, Chippewas of the Thames First
Nation, Moravian of the Thames First Nation, Munsee-Delaware First Nation, Oneida
Nation of the Thames, Walpole Island First Nation, La Nation Huronne-Wendat, SainteMarie among the Hurons and the Métis Nation of Ontario.
It was noted that Walpole Island First Nation was involved in the 1999 and 2010 EAs.
Their more recent key areas of interest related to on-site planting and employment
opportunities.
The project team is planning two consultation events for the ToR: the first to introduce
the project, the pre-EA work and receive community feedback; the second event to obtain
feedback on the draft ToR. PWS is also planning to implement a project-specific CLC.
A contact list for the project has been developed and includes the Government Review
Team (GRT).
A project-specific website will also be live for the duration of the project.
Proposed Schedule
The current schedule proposes a draft ToR in Spring with a 30 day review period and
submission of the final ToR to the MOECC in July 2016. This schedule may shift
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depending on when negotiations are completed with the neighbouring landowner.
Summary of Guidance from MOECC for inclusion in the ToR
Evaluate alternative methods for diversion in the EA.
Consider landfill mining as a possible alternative method (or component of).
Provide an explanation of how the list of Aboriginal communities was developed.
Describe in detail the need and rationale for the project.
The evaluation of alternatives should demonstrate consideration of various factors (not
just cost), including social, heritage, and natural environment criteria.
Include detail in the ToR related to how stakeholders will be identified for consultation
activities, and how and when they will be engaged in the project as it progresses. This
may reduce the number of questions or comments from the MOECC during their review.
Discuss how the ToR was modified based on feedback from stakeholders and include a
full record of consultation activities and comments (not just a summary
comment/response table).
Provide work plans for each environmental component (i.e., air) – that define what
studies will be completed, timing, testing, how the results will be reviewed, etc. This
information should be summarized in the ToR but the work plans can be appended as
supplementary documents.
Discuss climate change – both how it may impact the project and how the project may
impact climate change. The MOECC indicated that new climate change guidance would
be issued in the spring of 2016.
The MOECC indicated they would be willing to review draft sections of the ToR and
give feedback before the entire document is submitted.
Action Items
Action
Provide examples of other waste ToRs where
the alternative methods considered diversion.
Confirm list of Aboriginal communities.
Advise MOECC prior to Notice of
Commencement for the project.
Share new waste Regulations and guidance
with project team as they are available.
Provide updated Government Review Team
(GRT) List

Responsible Party
MOECC
MOECC
Dillon/PWS
MOECC
MOECC – Note that Dillon/PWS to notify
MOECC prior to publishing Notice of
Commencement to ensure GRT List is current.

Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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Introduction & Purpose of the Meeting
All attendees introduced themselves.
Cathy provided an overview of the purpose of the meeting. PWS is proposing to expand
the Ridge Landfill and has initiated the process of preparing the EA ToR. The expansion
would be done as an individual EA with the intention of submitting the ToR to the
MOECC for approval in mid-2016.
A key outcome of the pre-EA work completed to date is an opportunity for additional
capacity to take the site from its existing closure date of 2022 and extend the life of the
landfill by 20 years to 2042. The annual capacity would remain the same at 1.3 million
tonnes per year.
The expansion areas shown on the map depict more area than is needed for a 20 year
extension of the life of the landfill, but these areas will provide options when it comes to
outlining expansion alternatives in the EA.
Ridge Landfill Expansion Project
Expansion Area A would be an expansion of the West Landfill. PWS is currently
completing filling this area. Expanding the West Landfill area would require a rerouting
of the Howard Drain. This would also require removal of the southwest woodlot, which is
-Kent Official Plan.
Expansion Area B would be an expansion of the south landfill which is yet to be filled.
Expansion Area C would require the creation of a new fill area and would require
removal of the SE woodlot. PWS recently purchased a new piece of property which
would make Area C a viable option for consideration.
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A final consideration would be mining of the Old Landfill area to create additional
capacity and install a similar leachate collection system there and/or raise the height of
the Old Landfill since it is currently lower than it needs to be according to the Transport
Canada airport zoning bylaw. The option to increase the height of the Old Landfill does
not require a new leachate system.
The EA will consider different combinations of these expansion areas to increase the life
of the landfill.
The proposed expansion areas show the need to remove the SE and SW woodlots. PWS
marked on the mapping (this would expand the northern woodlot). Amphibian, bird,
botanical, bat and ecological land classification studies have been completed on the SE
and SW woodlots with further studies on species at risk bat habitat to be completed in
spring of 2016 in consultation with the MRNF. The flood control facility shown at the
northwest end of the site would be increased with the landfill expansion. There is a block
of land in the NW corner that PWS owns that would allow for this flood control facility
expansion. The leachate control system for the new A, B and C fill areas would be similar
to the existing system at the West Landfill. PWS has a zoning exemption with Transport
Canada that ends at the former rail bed. This exemption would need to be extended to
accommodate the expansion. The expansion may also require realignment of the Howard
Drain.
Currently landfill gas is managed, collected and flared at a facility on site. PWS is
looking at beneficial use of the gas with consideration of gas utilization convert to pipe
ready natural gas to connect to Union Gas system. We are considering placing that
facility on a property on the east side of Erieau road. That property could be used for
future waste processing facilities that may come from market opportunities. PWS would
like to move ahead with the gas facility independently of the landfill expansion.
-consultation meeting with the MOECC, there was an emphasis on
acknowledging the importance of climate change both from a mitigation perspective as
well as considering what changing climate might mean from a water resource/stormwater
perspective. This will be part of
considerations in the EA.
One pre-EA study that was completed was the need/opportunity for disposal. The study
area was defined as GTA-west and considered population, economic growth and waste
generation, diversion and disposal needs. Low, medium and high diversion scenarios for
residential and ICI wastes were considered in the assessment as well as the current
disposal capacity for landfills within southern Ontario. The assessment assumed that the
current export of waste to the USA would continue at its present rate (3M tonnes
annually). This work will be included in the ToR and upcoming public consultation
event.
i.e. alternative ways of
obtaining new disposal capacity. Four alternatives were evaluated: do nothing, close the
site and open a new landfill, expand the life of the Ridge Landfill by increasing disposal
capacity, and expand the Ridge Landfill with accommodation for resource recovery.
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Screening criteria were applied to all four alternatives and the fourth alternative is the
preferred alternative.
CK-PWS Diversion Opportunities
The MOECC indicated they would like to see how diversion would be considered as
part of the EA. As part of developing the EA alternative methods, PWS will consider
system alternatives for diversion. PWS does diversion processing primarily near the
waste source in their broader system and brings residual waste to Ridge. There are three
diversion options being considered: Option 1 no change to PWS current operations,
Option 2 consider centralized processing activities at Ridge serving southern Ontario,
Option 3 consider centralized processing activities at Ridge for more local market
conditions (as opposed to regional).
MOECC has a number of goals and objectives to reach higher diversion targets in the
province within the Waste-Free Ontario strategy. This strategy/act will be considered in
identifying diversion opportunities at Ridge. PWS would also like to discuss the
potential for diversion opportunities with CK as the project progresses.
CK s OP requires PWS to demonstrate that the current facility is within 10 years of the
expected site life. Dillon has completed an analysis and memo to demonstrate that the
landfill is set to close in 2022 this can be demonstrated when re-zoning applications
are submitted to CK.
PWS is prepared to proceed with the gas facility as soon as reassessment issues with
MPAC are resolved.
Approval Requirements
The project team would like to confirm the potential for the planning process approvals to
run in parallel with the EA. During the last expansion of the Ridge, the planning
approvals were done at the back end of the EA. We would like to approach this in a
similar manner. Are there ways to conditionally approve Planning Act items pending
approval of the EA? There would also be a more immediate need for approvals related to
the gas facility. Environmental approvals will also be needed from the MOECC for the
gas facility
sited on the existing landfill footprint or on the
other side of Erieau Road. From a permitting perspective, the team would like to
separate the gas plant from the EA process.
The proposed gas plant, if sited across the road, would require ECA, Site Plan, OPA and
ZBA approvals. PWS has already implemented a similar facility at their Lachinae landfill
in Quebec. CK indicated that planning justification will need to be done for the gas plant
because they are designated as prime agricultural lands (the team would need to consider
the PPS and OP). There would also be environmental considerations coming out of the
ECA. The OPA could take six (6) months given the nature of the project, but there is
opportunity to bundle the ZBA and Site Plan Approval together in the same timeline.
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That can begin as soon as details are available. One formal public meeting is required for
the OPA but council may request other informal public meetings ahead of time. Once
preferred site development alternative is known for the expansion, we can initiate the
Planning Act process with the municipality. Council will likely have more comfort once
the EA is approved but the application can be put forward once the EA is submitted to
MOECC. There is an option to have a public meeting for the OPA.
As of May 2016, all development review is going to be completed internally with the
planning department at CK.
CK suggested that PWS should start the planning process for the landfill gas facility
shortly to separate it from the EA. PWS indicated there is potential to have the landfill
gas facility on-site and have it already permitted as an accessory use in the waste
management zone. This would require amendment of the current ECA for the site to
allow operation of the gas utilization plant. CK would need to look at the existing site
plan agreement to see if it needs to be altered.
There is one potential approval needed under the Drainage Act for the realignment of the
Howard Drain to Charing Cross Road.
PWS will have discussions with Transport Canada to figure out what is needed to get an
expanded exemption across the rail line. CK to provide us with a contact at TC.
Specific to the gas plant, if it is placed on the east side of Erieau Road, PWS would need
to confirm with TC if they actually consider it as a waste facility. TC is mainly concerned
with meeting height limits and bird control. They may also require NavCanada to be
consulted.
Offline ponds would be considered as part of landfill development and an OWRA
approval, not Howard Drain construction under the Drainage Act. (Tim Dick asked about
the Drainage Act and Howard Drain realignment).
PWS are working with the MNRF on potential SAR issues connected to the woodlots.
Subject to MNRF clearance, SAR issues would form rationale for the OPA to rezone land
use. If OPA is needed, CK would like to see Endangered Species Act (ESA) permits
(MNRF clearance) before the OPA is undertaken to change land use zoning.
CK raised some questions re gaining approval for the woodlots replacement? Typically
PWS has not run into ESA species. The SAR of concern are bats. There is evidence of
bats and bat habitats. MNRF meeting is to agree on additional studies to be completed.
Woodlots are considered significant in the OP. PWS has 15 hectares available for
compensation/replacement.
Apparently DFO needs to be more thorough with Drainage Act involvement. No recent
municipal experience with woodlot removal.
Proposed Schedule
Modest consultation program newspaper notification and some meetings prior to the
April 13th announcement date. (Note post-meeting that this has changed to April 20th)
First publication in Blenheim newspaper followed by newspapers in Chatham. Targeted
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outreach will occur, beginning with residents near the site and moving outward.
Following the open house, PWS will do continued consultation with the goal of reaching
as many people as possible. PWS is prepared for issues that will come up.
PWS has a good relationship in the community and wants to continue positive
relationships in the area. PWS have developed extensive messaging to ensure clarity on
the main points. PWS wants to generate a lot of support.
CK asked if PWS have discussed project with the Mayor or Councillors yet. PWS
indicated that it was important to PWS to discuss and understand issues with staff, CLC
and neighbours before speaking with Mayor or Councillors. PWS wants to manage
messaging.
PWS is meeting with Ward Councillors on April 5th and Mayor today (March 30).Current
schedule is working towards a mid-year submission of the ToR and the timeline allows
two (2) years from that point to complete and submit the EA mid 2018. PWS have
considered election cycles. EA submission would be prior to municipal election and just
after provincial election. This schedule allows a year for EA approval.
Originally PWS had Planning Act approvals at the time of EA approval but would like to
advance this if possible. These approvals allowed for one (1) year for ECA approval up to
18 months. That application will be founded on all EA work and will be submitted once
EA is granted.
PWS service area for residential waste is proposed to be expanded to all of Ontario. CK
staff suggested that this would be likely be an issue for CK Council.
Ridge primary focus is ICI.
CK suggested PWS needs to demonstrate the current capacity of Toronto landfill so CK
constituents recognize that that Toronto residential waste is not going to Ridge.
OWRA approvals require detailed design. PWS to advance detailed design in parallel
with the ECA. Current schedule puts detailed design into a 2021 design completion
timeline to have construction done for when the site would close. This schedule is tight
and heightens the critical nature of the consultation program to address concerns as they
arise.
Action Items
Action
CK to look at the existing site plan agreement
to see if it needs to be altered related to the
proposed gas utilization facility.
CK to provide us with a contact at TC.
If OPA is needed, CK would like to see
Endangered Species Act (ESA) permits where
permitting is necessary (i.e., MNRF clearance)
before the OPA commences.
PWS needs to demonstrate the current capacity

Responsible Party
CK
CK
PWS

PWS
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Action
of Toronto landfill so CK constituents
recognize that that Toronto
waste is
not going to Ridge

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8

Responsible Party

TELEPHONE (416) 229-4646
FAX (416) 229-4692

Introduction & Purpose of the Meeting
All attendees introduced themselves.
PWS have met with MOECC, CK, CA today (March 30 2016) and are meeting with the
MNRF next week.
PWS is proceeding with an Individual EA of which PWS is at the ToR stage.
The purpose of this meeting is to go over the project history and the proposed work.
The current site has been in operation since the 1960s. The previous landfill was in
operation from the 1960s until 2000. There was a facility expansion in 2000, which
resulted in the creation of the west landfill. The current facility will reach capacity in
2022. PWS is initiating the Individual EA to look at additional capacity. During the
expansion in 2000, SWM included ponds to collect, test, and then discharge to the drain
system. The last expansion required relocation of the Duke and Howard Drains. The
expansion resulted in a flood control facility to release pre-development flow to the
downstream Howard Drain.
There are three (3) woodlots on the Ridge Landfill that are currently beyond the existing
landfill area footprint.
Landfill gas is currently collected and flared on site. PWS is looking at constructing a gas
utilization facility that would clean landfill gas and connect to the Union Gas system.
Leachate is collected and sent to the Blenhiem pollution control plant by pipeline.
PWS sends the MOECC a stormwater and groundwater report annually. Reports
indicated that the Site has performed within compliance parameters.
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Ridge Landfill Expansion Project
EA needs/opportunities study considered waste generation, diversion and disposal
needs/opportunities for southern Ontario. The study also considered 3M tonnes exported
to USA and examined low, medium and high diversion scenarios. The
report undertook a preliminary evaluation of four alternatives: do nothing, close the site
and open a new landfill, expand the life of the Ridge Landfill by increasing disposal
capacity, and expand the Ridge Landfill with accommodation for resource recovery.
Screening criteria were applied to all four alternatives and the fourth alternative is the
preferred alternative.
The EA will look at ways to add capacity to the site and also look at diversion system
alternatives.
The proposed expanded area (A, B, C and Old Landfill) is greater than needed to extend
the life of the landfill 20 years so the EA explores various combinations of the expanded
fill areas.
PWS has identified an area for woodlot compensation, which is larger than the area PWS
would be impacting/removing.
There is potential for the relocation of the Howard Drain.
Ponds are offline and discharge to a municipal drain system after testing. The location of
new ponds will depend on the preferred development alternative. The flood control
facility size will increase. Accommodating climate change is something that the MOECC
is concerned about. PWS will consider accommodating climate change in stormwater
design on the site. The options that PWS are looking at include the old fill area landfill
mining - to increase capacity that way. The Old Landfill is much shallower than the
others. The height of the Old Landfill can be raised to a similar height of the West
Landfill.
The options considered for diversion: existing PWS recovery happens close to source
with residual waste coming to Ridge; processing facility across Erieau Road to take
unprocessed waste from the southern Ontario capture area; local market driven approach
based on the needs of Chatham or other local communities.
Some studies have already been completed in the SW and SE woodlots botanical
surveys, ELC, amphibians, bats. Acoustical assessment for bats identified the potential
for SAR bats. PWS (Dillon) will confirm what studies required in these woodlots
once we meet with MNRF.
PWS intends to do plantings on some existing berms on site. There are a few berms PWS
cannot naturalize until PWS receives approval through the EA. PWS would like to
involve the CA in creation of new woodlot. Creating a larger, more contiguous block of
woodland with more interior is favourable.
CA interested in a potential windbreak around the property across Erieau Road.
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Proposed Schedule
Formal public notification to take place in mid-April. The first open house will now
occur in early May. The second open house is to take place before the summer to outline
the framework of the ToR. The EA allows for a two (2) year timeframe for completion
(to mid-year 2018). This also allows for another field season to complete additional
studies that may be required. PWS is hopeful that EA approval would take one (1) year
after submission to the MOECC, and the current schedule allows for a 12 month approval
schedule for the ECA. The project would also need Planning Act approvals
(OP/ZBA/Site Plan) from Chatham-Kent. PWS would also need an extension to the
zoning exemption from the airport. OWRA approval will require detailed design so this
would be done later.
From 2019-2021, the schedule shows the initiation of approvals, design and construction.
This is an aggressive schedule however; the facility is well known, well established and
well connected to the community.
The CA is no longer an acting agent of DFO. PWS (Dillon) would need to do an online
review process. CA to provide PWS/Dillon with information
review process.
DFO may want a site visit. PWS to expect that DFO will want to see that the Howard
Drain surface area is maintained e.g. through meandering, despite the relocation.
Realignment of the Howard Drain would be completed through the Drainage Act
permitting process with the Chatham-Kent.
CA will want to know if the Scott Drain can handle additional capacity from the
Howard Drain. DFO may be interested in loss of length of Howard Drain if it is
relocated. If PWS have ponds at top end of site, this can offset flow impacts.
Earliest planting for north woodlot is spring 2017. Woodlot is proposed to be planted in
annual stages, but CA would like to do more at each planting season. The CA is willing
to help with the tree planting, including grant programs if available. PWS provided the
CA with the proposed Ridge planting plan. There is an opportunity for PWS to support
other CA planting projects. (i.e. at the SW corner of Hwy 40 and Hwy 401). CA to
provide a quote for planting.
CA main interest in Ridge Landfill Expansion will be the stormwater system.
Action Items
Action
PWS (Dillon) to confirm with CA what studies
are required in woodlots once PWS & Dillon
have met with MNRF.
Provide PWS/Dillon with info regarding
Quote to PWS for planting

Responsible Party
PWS (Dillon)
CA (Valerie)
CA

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8

TELEPHONE (416) 229-4646
FAX (416) 229-4692

Meeting Minutes for EA Terms of Reference
Conservation Authority Pre-Consultation Meeting for the Ridge Landfill
Page | 4

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8

TELEPHONE (416) 229-4646
FAX (416) 229-4692

Introduction
All attendees introduced themselves.
MNRF used to have a field office in Chatham but have recently restructured. The Aylmer
District Office covers Windsor, Norfolk, and Lambton County to Aylmer - the Walker
Landfill falls within their jurisdiction.
Heather will be the main MNRF contact for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Project.
Heather coordinates technical staff review.
Ridge Landfill Expansion Project
The Ridge Landfill has a good environmental history with the MOECC and the
community.
The Landfill is an example of excellent engineering as it has been in operation since 1966
with exceptional community relationship/support.
PWS is proposing to expand the landfill since it is currently expected to reach capacity in
2022. The expansion would increase the life of the landfill approximately 20 years to
2042, but would not increase the annual capacity of 1.3 M tonnes.
The final footprint of the expansion would be determined through the Individual EA
process. PWS is also proposing a landfill gas facility, independently of the EA.
Rezoning is needed for expansion and PWS has already discussed the expansion/rezoning
with the CK municipality.
Pre-EA Field Studies
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Questions for MNRF:
1) How to qualify SAR bat habitat?
2) ESA 17(2)(c) permit what would an overall benefit look like?
Field work covers Step 1 and 2 of the current District protocol:
- no SAR plants or birds were identified during field work in 2015;
- mobile acoustic survey indicated presence of SAR bats foraging adjacent to
the SW woodlot, but it has not been confirmed if they were present within the
woodlot (sampling was done on the periphery).
- mapping cavity trees;
- no OBP in southern Ontario for bats yet; and,
- PWS can suggest some ideas for the conditions of the permit.
Using acoustic surveys to determine significant wildlife habitat on a case by case basis, is
an open-ended process.
- 10 acoustic surveys: for SAR, if there is one SAR identified PWS can stop,
but if this feeds into significant habitat, PWS would need to do 10 surveys
anyway.
If using acoustic survey results to determine SWH, difficult to set a threshold.
- Need feedback from the Region on this issue;
- First time MNRF has been asked this.
MNRF does not think there is any other SAR to be concerned about (indicated by Jason).
There is no regulated habitat on site.
wildlife habitat. MNRF will likely provide technical advice and recommendations for
demonstrating no impacts. Ultimate
input from MNRF or the CA. MNRF would specifically comment on the ESA and
wetland and would provide technical advice on other natural features.
PWS would like woodland compensation area to be acknowledged as a portion of the
overall benefit. PWS would start planting area as soon as possible (Spring 2017). It was
suggested that a telephone pole with BrandenBark could be used for habitat
compensation as well as an overall benefit.
MNRF indicated that PWS needs to make sure consideration is made for the form and
function of features being removed and recreating these features.
Amphibian breeding point in April/May.
Swampy area identified in ELC may need a wetland evaluation.
Questions for MNRF
1) Hedgerow removal what does PWS need to do?
MNRF indicated that it depends on structure and if there are trees with potential
habitats. Need to differentiate between hedgerows via visual exit survey
combined with acoustic surveys.
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2) One month ago, PWS received the following as coverage requirements: four (4)
stations/h versus one (1) station/ha up to a max of 10 stations per polygon for other
districts. Is it possible to reduce this requirement?
MNRF will review and confirm this guidance since PWS has seen other
coverage requirements. MNRF will confirm if PWS can reduce the number of
stations. PWS proposed one (1) station per hectare based on guidance from other
Districts. PWS would use a wildlife acoustic monitor (approx. 50m range per
microphone). PWS will follow-up with monitor specs with MNRF (Jason).
3) What is the timeline to get the C Permit if it is needed?
PWS can start working on permit as soon as habitat determination is made.
MNRF will expedite C Permit as much as possible.
PWS would only need to do the survey once.
Action Items
Action
Confirm how significant wildlife bat habitat
will be qualified based on acoustic results.
Confirm guidance for field studies and
consider reducing the requirement for
monitoring (1 station/ha as compared with 4
stations/ha).
Provide specifications for Wildlife Acoustic
monitor to support reduction of sampling
points (microphone detection range of ~50 m
as compared with 20-30m range).

Responsible Party
MNRF (to be confirmed by the Region)
MNRF

Dillon Consulting Limited
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge EA Chatham-Kent Airport Meeting

DATE/TIME:

May 12, 2016, 9:00 am to 10:00 am

LOCATION:

Chatham-Kent Municipal Airport, 8528 14 th Line, RR2, Merlin ON

PRESENT:

Marion Smith (Airport), Miguel Pelletier (Chatham-Kent), Thomas Kelly
(Chatham-Kent), Cathy Smith (PWS), Tim Kozlof (PWS), Megan
Bellamy (Dillon Consulting)

Introduction to Progressive Waste Solutions (PWS)
All attendees introduced themselves.
Cathy Smith provided an overview of the purpose of the meeting. PWS is proposing to
expand the life of the Ridge Landfill by 20 years and has initiated the process of
preparing a Terms of Reference (ToR) for an individual Environmental Assessment (EA).
As part of this proposed expansion, PWS would need an extension to the Airport Zoning
Regulation exemption.
It was noted that PWS is in the process of merging with Waste Connections of Texas.
The merger process is set to be completed on June 1, 2016. Waste Connections will be
the parent company of PWS, and while headquartered in Houston, Texas, PWS will
continue to operate in Canada under its current name. It is expected that there will be no
noticeable difference in PWS Canadian operations.
Thomas Kelly indicated they (Chatham-Kent) are in favour of the expansion and noted
that PWS has been a positive influence in the community and has managed waste and
recycling programs very well.
History of the Ridge Landfill
The Ridge Landfill opened in 1966.
The last physical expansion of the landfill site occurred in 1997, and saw the landfill
expand to the west and south. In 2011, the Ridge was approved to receive a higher
tonnage of annual waste (1.3 million tonnes annually). This will stay the same for the
current expansion; the current expansion is only to extend the life of the landfill by
another 20 years.
The landfill operates from 7:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday to Saturday.
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EA Process for Proposed Landfill Expansion
The EA will consider different combinations of expansion areas to increase the life of the
landfill.
The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) indicated they would
like to see how waste diversion would be considered as part of the EA. As part of
developing the EA alternative methods, PWS will consider system alternatives for
diversion and partnering opportunities with Chatham-Kent for increased diversion.
Potential Expansion Areas
The vertical height of the landfill cells will not change. It is understood that the airport
has a 40 m height restriction.
There is potential for vertical expansion of the Old Landfill; however, it wouldn’t exceed
the 40 m height restriction, which includes the height of trucks on the surface of the fill
area.
PWS is planning to construct and operate a gas plant across the street from the current
landfill site (east of Erieau Road); no gases or smoke will be created from this process.
The landfill site is surveyed on an annual basis to ensure that height requirements are
being met.
Fires are handled by on-site emergency response staff. PWS staff give authority to the
Municipal Fire Department should they enter the site.
Miguel Pelletier expressed concern that there could be greater potential for fires fuelled
by methane from waste or fuel if a plane were to crash. It was noted that the potential
expansion is not anticipated to pose any greater risk of fire than already exists, and PWS
has worked with local emergency response teams to ensure appropriate protocols are in
place.
The proposed expansion areas show the potential need to remove the SE and SW
woodlots. PWS is proposing to replace these areas by way of “woodlot compensation” by
expanding the northern woodlot.
Airport staff expressed concern that northern woodlot expansion may result in increased
wildlife conflicts (bird nesting/habitat and potential bird strikes with aircraft), and
expressed a preference for there being no woodlot compensation on-the northern
woodlot.
Woodlot compensation east of Erieau Road was considered a better option since the
planes would be at a higher altitude when flying over that area.
Bird Management at the Ridge Landfill
PWS has a bird control program with professional staff coming on-site a few times per
day to scare the birds away from the active waste cell. These staff may now be asked to
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monitor the Airport radio frequency to ensure aircraft are not arriving during bird
management activities. Marion Smith may provide Tim Kozlof with a radio to keep
on-site that can be used to monitor the frequency. PWS to cover the cost of the
radio.
Zoning Regulation Exemption and Transport Canada
PWS has a zoning exemption with Transport Canada that ends at the former rail bed. This
exemption would need to be extended to accommodate the proposed expansion.
Rezoning by Transport Canada is not an issue as long as the height of the landfill cells
remains 40 m or less and that birds and wildlife continue to be managed.
Margaret Menzel (Transport Canada) will be giving a response in early June; Marion
Smith to send Megan Bellamy an email address for Transport Canada so Dillon can
get confirmation of this in writing.

Action Items
Action
Airport may give Ridge a radio to keep onsite
for use in bird management operations
Airport to send Megan another email contact
address at Transport Canada so Dillon can
obtain confirmation in writing

Responsible Party
Airport
Airport (completed).

Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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Update to the Project
Pre-consultation meetings for the project have taken place with the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent as well as the Ridge Landfill Liaison Committee (RLLC). The RLLC is
comprised of members of the community as well as municipal councilors and is focused
on the operation of the landfill.
The Notice of Commencement of the Terms of Reference (ToR) was published in four
newspapers along with the Notice of the first Open House.
The first Open House was held on May 3rd and was attended by approximately 60 people.
The comments were generally positive, with some concerns related to timing,
compensation and nuisance effects. The Open House was able to address some
misconceptions about where the waste comes from (i.e., Toronto). The second Open
House is scheduled to be held on June 28th.
Pre-consultation meetings also took place with the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry (MNRF) and the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority (LTVCA).
Natural environment studies have taken place at the site, including botanical surveys,
Ecological Land Classification (ELC), breeding birds and amphibians. Bat acoustic
monitoring is taking place now.
Three separate outreach letters were sent to Indigenous Communities by John Beaucage
(PWS has retained him to assist with Indigenous consultation). Meetings are occurring
soon with Walpole Island First Nation and Caldwell First Nation.
that was contiguous to theirs. The site
development options that PWS is proposing will include this property.
Discussion of Alternative Methods
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The preferred Alternative To is to expand the Ridge Landfill and include opportunities
for resource recovery. The Alternative Methods outline different ways of implementing
this preferred Alternative To.
Resource Recovery Alternatives will be explored on a PWS system level. There are three
options being considered:
1. Process waste near the generator and supplement with a public drop-off location
at Ridge
current activities.
2. Alter PWS diversion processing framework by developing centralized processing
facilities for Southern Ontario at the Ridge. This option also includes a public
drop-off location.
3. Develop processing facilities at the Ridge for local market opportunities (i.e.,
Chatham-Kent and surrounding five counties). This option also includes a public
drop-off location.
The criteria for Resource Recovery Alternatives would have a bias toward transportation
considerations.
PWS owns a parcel east of Erieau Road that could also be used for diversion activities.
The changes to legislation could create opportunities for PWS to increase waste diversion
activities.
The Alternative Methods will consider different ways of expanding the Ridge landfill.
The options for expansion are either lateral (construction of new waste cells), vertical
(increasing the height of the Old Landfill), and/or landfill mining.The preferred site
development alternative will include some combination of these.
The landfill has been operating since 1966 and PWS has been filling the West Landfill
since 2000. A tender is out to construct the first South Landfill cell. The leachate
collection system for any new cells would remain the same as for the current cells, with
an underdrain, and with the leachate pumped to the municipal wastewater treatment
facility in Blenheim. Landfill gas is collected and flared on-site.
Considerations for the ToR
Cindy suggested that the project team ask the following questions when describing
diversion opportunities: How will the project be impacted by the Act? How will the
project complement the Act? The ministry is particularly interested in opportunities to
increase waste diversion and reduce greenhouse gases.
Cindy suggested that the team look at the Notice of Approval for the Humberstone EA. It
was the last approved landfill expansion and included a vertical expansion of the landfill.
Cindy indicated that climate change guidelines may be released for public comment in
the fall of 2016. The ToR should consider how the project would be impacted by climate
change, and how climate change would be impacted by the project. The ToR should also
consider cumulative impacts, source water protection, and regional waste management.
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Project Schedule
The Draft ToR will be available around the same time as the second Open House
(scheduled for June 28th). The team is anticipating that the final ToR will be submitted
around the end of August and anticipates that approval will come from the Ministry
around end of December 2016.
Cindy mentioned that the final ToR needs to acknowledge and describe how agency
comments on the draft ToR were addressed.
Other Items
Indigenous consultation is very important and proponents should be encouraged to make
as many connections as possible.
Cindy asked if visual impact has been a concern in the community. The perimeter berm is
naturalized and the community has long-term awareness about the height of the cells.
Action Items
Action
Follow up with GRT team to see if they would
like a hard or electronic copy of the draft ToR.
Follow up with MOECC London District
office to see if they would prefer a hard or
electronic copy of the ToR.
Include correspondence with the MNRF as part
of the Record of Consultation.
Provide an update to the MOECC about the
second Open House and upcoming meetings
with the Walpole Island and Caldwell First
Nation.

Responsible Party
MOECC
MOECC
PWS/Dillon
PWS/Dillon
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July 4, 2016
Response to EA Notice
Thank you for providing Infrastructure Ontario (IO) with a copy of your Environmental Assessment
Notice. From the information you have provided, it is unclear if you are proposing to use lands
under the control of the Minister of Economic Development, Employment and Infrastructure (MIO
lands) to support your proposed project.
Prior to MOI consenting to the use of MIO lands, the applicable environmental assessment, duty
to consult Aboriginal peoples (if triggered) and heritage obligations will need to be met. In order
for MIO to allow you access to MIO lands and to carry out proposed activities, MIO must ensure
that provincial requirements and due diligence obligations are satisfied. These requirements are
in addition to any such obligations you as the proponent of the project may have.
You as the proponent of the project will be required to work with Infrastructure Ontario (IO) to
fulfill MIO obligations which may include considering the use of any MIO lands as part of your
individual environmental assessment. All costs associated with meeting
s obligations will be
the responsibility of the proponent. Please note that time should be allocated in your project
timelines for MIO to ensure that its obligations have been met and to secure any required internal
government approvals required to allow for the use of the MIO lands for your proposed project.
In order for MIO and IO to assist you to meet your required project timelines, please recognize
that early, direct contact with IO is imperative. The due diligence required prior to the use of MIO
lands for your proposed project, may include but may not be limited to the following:
Procedural aspects of the Pro
obligations see
Instruction Note 1
Requirements of the MOI Public Work Class Environmental Assessment see Instruction
Note 2
Requirements of the Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport (MTCS) Standards and
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists see Instruction Note 3
Requirements of the MTCS Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Provincial
Heritage Properties Consultant Archaeologists see Instruction Note 4
Representatives from IO are available to discuss your proposed project, the potential need for
MIO lands and the corresponding provincial requirements and due diligence obligations.
Please review the attached instruction notes which provide greater detail on the due diligence
obligations associated with the use of MIO lands for your proposed project. We are providing this
information to allow you as the proponent to allocate adequate time and funding into your project
schedule and budgets. If your project requires you to study MIO lands, then an agreement is
required and all studies undertaken on MIO lands will be considered confidential until approval is
received. IO will require electronic copies of all required studies on MIO lands that you
undertake.
We strongly encourage you to work with IO as early as possible in your process to identify if any

1

MIO lands would be required for your proposed project. Please note that on title MIO control may
be identified under the name of MIO or one of its predecessor ministries or agencies which may
include but is not limited to variations of the following: Her Majesty the Queen/King, Hydro One,
MBS, MEI, MGS, MOI, OLC, ORC, PIR or Ministry of Public Works1.
Please provide Rita Kelly with a confirmation in writing of any MIO lands that you propose to use
for your proposed project and why the lands are required along with a copy of a title search for
the MIO lands.
For more information concerning MIO lands in your study area or the process for acquiring
access to or an interest in MIO lands, please contact:
Rita Kelly
Project Manager
Land Transactions, Hydro Corridors & Public Works
Infrastructure Ontario
1 Dundas St. West, Suite 2000
Toronto ON
M5G 2L5
Tel: (416) 212-4934
Email: rita.kelly@infrastructureontario.ca
An application package and requirements checklist is attached for your reference. Please note
that transfer of an interest in MIO lands to a proponent can take up to one year and there is no
certainty that approval will be obtained.
For more information concerning the MOI Public Work Class Environmental Assessment process
and due diligence requirements, please contact:
Lisa Myslicki
Environmental Specialist
Infrastructure Ontario
1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000
Toronto, ON
M5G 2L5
Tel: (416) 212-3768
Email: lisa.myslicki@infrastructureontario.ca

1 MBS - Management Board Secretariat; MEI - Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure; MGS - Ministry of
Government Services; MOI - Ministry of Infrastructure; OLC - Ontario Lands Corporation; ORC - Ontario
Realty Corporation; PIR - Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal

2

If MIO lands are not to be impacted by the proposed project, please provide a confirmation in
writing to Infrastructure Ontario.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide initial comments on your proposed project.
Sincerely,
Patrick Grace
Director
Land Transactions, Hydro Corridors & Public Works
Infrastructure Ontario
Dundas St. West, Suite 2000
Toronto, ON, M5G 2L5

3

INSTRUCTION NOTE 1

The Crown has a constitutional Duty to Consult (DTC) in certain circumstances and Aboriginal
consultation may be required prior to MIO granting access to MIO lands or undertaking other
activities. The requirement for Aboriginal consultation may be triggered given Aboriginal or treaty
rights, established consultation or notification protocols, government policy and/or program
decisions, archaeological potential or results, and/or cultural heritage consultation obligations.
The requirement for Aboriginal consultation will be assessed by MIO.
Prior to the use of MIO lands, MIO must first meet any duty to consult obligations that may be
triggered by the proposed use of MIO lands. It is incumbent on you to consult with IO as early in
the process as possible once you have confirmed that MIO lands would be involved.
MIO will evaluate the potential impact of your proposed project on Aboriginal and treaty rights.
MIO may assess that the
consultation of Aboriginal
communities. Proponents should discuss with IO whether MIO will require consultation to occur
and if so, which communities should be consulted.
Where MIO determines that Aboriginal consultation is required, MIO will formally ask you to
consult or continue to consult with Aboriginal peoples at the direction of MIO.
On behalf of MIO you will also be required to:
1. Maintain a record and document all notices and engagement activities, including
telephone calls and/or meetings;
2. Provide the Ministry updates on these activities as requested; and
3. Notify the Ministry of any issues raised by Aboriginal communities.
If consultation has already occurred, IO strongly encourages you to provide complete Aboriginal
consultation documentation to IO as soon as possible. This documentation should include all
notices and engagement activities, including telephone calls and/or meetings.
Any duty to consult obligations must be met prior to publically releasing the Notice of Completion
for the assessment undertaken under the MOI PW Class EA.
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INSTRUCTION NOTE 2
Requirements of the MOI Public Work Class Environmental Assessment
MIO has an approved Class EA (the Ministry of Infrastructure Public Work Class Environmental
Assessment (Public Work Class EA) to assesses undertakings that affect MIO lands including
disposing of an interest in land or site development. Details on the Public Work Class EA can be
found at:
http://www.infrastructureontario.ca/Templates/Buildings.aspx?id=2147490336&langtype=1033
You may be required to work with IO to complete an environmental assessment under the Public
Work Class EA for the undertakings related to MIO lands. IO will work with you to ensure that all
of the MIO undertakings or activities related to the use of MIO lands are identified, that the
appropriate Category of undertaking is used and a monitoring and report back mechanism is
established to ensure that MIO
.
The completion of another environmental assessment process that assesses the undertakings
related to MIO lands may satisfy MIO
ublic Work Class EA. You will be
required to work with IO to determine the most appropriate approach to meeting the Public Work
Class EA obligations for undertakings related to MIO lands on a case by case basis.
Where it is decided that the assessment of undertakings related to MIO lands can be assessed
as part of the environmental assessment being undertaken by the proponent then it is likely that
the following provisions will be required:
that the environmental assessment documents set out that one process will be relied on
by both the proponent and MIO to evaluate their respective undertakings and meet their
respective obligations to assess the potential impacts of their undertakings;
ssessed include all of the MIO
undertakings related to the use or access to MIO lands (see Glossary of Terms);
the associated EA Category from the Public Works Class EA be identified and met by the
environmental assessment (see Figure 22. Category Listing Matrix and/or Tale 2.1 EA
Category Identification Table);
environmental assessment indicate that MIO would be relying on the
propone
MIO
Environment Assessment
Act;
establish a monitoring and report back mechanism to ensure that any obligations of MIO
resulting from the assessment will be met; and
An environmental assessment consultation plan be developed to ensure that all stakeholders
required to be consulted regarding the undertakings on the MIO lands are consulted
Other Due Diligence Requirements
There may also be other additional due diligence requirements for the use of MIO lands in the
proposed project. These may include:
- Phase One Environmental Site Assessment and follow up
- Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment and follow up
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-

Survey
Title Search
Species at Risk Survey(s)
Appraisal
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INSTRUCTION NOTE 3

ARCHAEOLOGY - (see also Instruction Note on Duty to Consult)

Archaeological sites are recognized and protected under the Ontario Heritage Act. Carrying out
archaeological fieldwork is a licensed, regulated activity under the 2011 Ministry of Culture
Standards and Guidelines for Consulting Archaeologists.
Archaeological due diligence is required for any proposed project on MIO land that could cause
significant below ground disturbance such as, new building construction, installation/modification
of site services, and installation/maintenance of new pipelines or transmission lines.
You, as the proponent, must engage IO prior to undertaking any archaeological work on MIO
lands.
IO has two in-house licensed archaeologists who should be consulted early in the preparatory
stages of a proposed project when geographic and site locations are being considered so that the
potential for archaeological resources including historic and Aboriginal material (ion Aboriginal
villages and burials sites) can be assessed.
To support both the Public Work Class EA and MIO duty to consult analysis, archaeological
assessments are required to determine if there are any significant findings that may be of cultural
value or interest to Aboriginal people (e.g., archaeological or burial sites).
Archaeological work can begin before the assessment under the Public Works Class EA begins
but the Class EA cannot be completed until the duty to consult that may be triggered regarding
archaeological resources are fulfilled.
Depending upon the number or significance of resources found, the duty to consult may be
triggered during any of the 4 phases of archaeological work (see below) or anytime during project
construction.
The discovery of Aboriginal resources can impact on activities, including project and site plans,
timelines and all costs. As the proponent, you are expected to ensure that you project timelines
include adequate time and resources to address MIO due diligence obligations, including internal
government approvals. All costs associated with meeting MIO archaeological obligations will be
the responsibility of the proponent.
For Archaeological Assessments (Stages 1 through 4), proponents must adhere to the four stage
archaeological fieldwork process prescribed by the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
(MTCS) as per the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archeologists. Not all noted
Stages will be necessary for all work. Respondents must follow industry procedures and practices
as per the MTCS Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archeologists 2011 for each Stage of
archaeological assessment, all reporting criteria and formatting, and any other license
requirements and/or obligations.
Stage 1 Background Study - Evaluation of Archaeological Potential
Archival research and non-intrusive site visit
Stage 2 Property Assessment
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In-field systematic pedestrian survey or test pitting and reporting
Stage 3 Site-specific Assessment
Limited excavation to determine site significance and size
Field works and reporting
Stage 4 Site mitigation
Through either avoidance/protection or excavation Field work 4 to 8 weeks
Develop summary report
MTCS review expedited review of summary report 6 weeks
Final report
Time to develop and implement mitigation measures negotiation, legal
protections, avoidance
IO Contact Information and
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INSTRUCTION NOTE 4

HERITAGE REQUIREMENTS

Built Heritage/Cultural Landscapes
Built heritage/cultural landscapes (cultural heritage) are recognized and protected under the
Ontario Heritage Act, the regulations to that Act and the 2010 Ministry of Culture Standards and
Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties (S&Gs) Criteria for determining
cultural heritage value or interest are set out in O. Reg. 9/06 and 10/06. The S&Gs set out a
process for identifying properties of cultural heritage value, and the standards for protection,
maintenance, use and disposal of these properties.
Cultural heritage due diligence will be required for any proposed project on MIO land with the
potential to impact cultural heritage resources, such as new building construction,
installation/modification of site services, landscape modifications and installation/maintenance of
new pipelines, transmission lines.
To support MIO
tage and MOI PW Class EA obligations, proponents will be required to
undertake cultural heritage assessments for all projects that require MIO lands. This will help to
determine if the MIO lands are of cultural value or interest to the Province and the level of
heritage significance. Where a property has heritage value, proponents may be required to
develop appropriate conservation measures/plans and heritage management plans.
You, as the proponent, are strongly encouraged engage IO heritage staff as early in your project
planning process as possible and in advance of beginning any cultural heritage assessment work.
IO staff will be able to provide advice on the S&Gs and will provide any available heritage
information for the MIO lands.
Proponents must also follow industry procedures and practices for all components of cultural
heritage assessment work, all reporting criteria and formatting, and any other requirements
and/or obligations. IO heritage staff can help identify any required reports.
Should MIO lands be identified under the S&Gs as a Provincial Heritage Property (local
significance) or a Provincial Heritage Property of Provincial Significance, IO must be engaged to
determine next steps.
Please note that if a Provincial Heritage Property of Provincial Significance is to be impacted, it is
likely that consent from the Minister, Ontario Minister, Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) will be
required prior to access being granted to MIO
s a detailed
application and approvals should land dispositions or building demolitions be applied for as part
of the proposed project.
As the proponent, you are expected to ensure that your project timelines include adequate time
and resources to address MIO
due diligence obligations, including internal government
approvals. All costs associated with meeting MIO heritage obligations are the responsibility of
the proponent.
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

MNRF Update Meeting for the Ridge Landfill

DATE/TIME:

September 8, 2016, 9:30 am to 11:00 am

LOCATION:

MNRF Aylmer District Office – 615 John Street North, Aylmer, ON

PRESENT:

Heather Riddell (MNRF), Jason Webb (MNRF), Cara Hernould (MNRF),
Dan Bourassa (Dillon Consulting), Megan Bellamy (Dillon Consulting)

Ridge EA Project – Status Update
The Ridge Landfill has been operating since 1966. Progressive Waste Solutions is
undertaking an Individual EA to extend the life of the landfill by 20 years. The landfill is
set to reach capacity by 2022.
A number of pre-EA studies were undertaken at the site with a focus on the SW and SE
woodlands. These included ELC, botanical studies, bird surveys and bat surveys. During
our last meeting with the MNRF in April 2016, we discussed completing bat acoustic
surveys in the SE and SW woodlands specific to SAR and determination of significant
wildlife habitat.
From an EA process perspective, the draft ToR was submitted for review and comment
and feedback has been received from the MOECC. It is anticipated that the final ToR will
be submitted by the end of September 2016.
Overview of Bat Habitat and Species at Risk Bat Activity Monitoring Surveys
A total of 19 acoustic detectors were installed on site, with 15 in the SE woodland and 4
in the SW woodland. The locations for deploying the detectors were based on snag
density results that were completed in 2015.
The data showed a presence of myotis bat species in the SE woodland. No myotis species
were detected in the SW woodland. These results are similar to those from the mobile
acoustic survey completed in July of 2015 during the peak activity period.
Targeted Discussion on Species at Risk Bat Maternity Roost Habitat and Significant Wildlife
Maternity Roost Habitat
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Dillon’s interpretation is that the SW woodland should not be considered as significant
wildlife habitat or SAR habitat due to the lack of passes by SAR bats over the 10 day
sampling period, and the small overall number of passes by other species. MNRF agreed
with this conclusion.
Dillon’s interpretation is that the SE woodland is both significant wildlife habitat and
SAR bat habitat and would need to be subject to an overall benefit permit (C-Permit)
under the ESA 2007, if removed. MNRF agreed with this conclusion.
Bat surveys were also completed in the hedgerows. Of 17 hedgerows studied, 4 had snag
trees identified, and a total of 13 trees were identified as being potential habitat trees.
These trees were mostly Shellbark Hickory, with some ash species.
The Aylmer District Protocol is comprised of five steps to determine significant wildlife
habitat. Dillon proposes that step 5 does not need to be completed since steps 1-4 have
provided sufficient information to determine significant of wildlife habitat. The MNRF
agreed with this approach and confirmed that completion of step 5 would not be required.
This is due to the understanding that overall benefit to SAR bat species will be achieved
in the C-permit for removing the SE woodland.
MNRF confirmed there is no threshold value to determine significant wildlife habitat
based on acoustic survey results and that determination of significance is based on data
presented on a case-by-case basis.
Targeted Discussion on Permitting/Approvals under the ESA 2007; Next Steps; and Tree
Removal Mitigation Measures and Timing Restrictions
PWS would prefer to remove the hedgerows as soon as possible. MNRF confirmed they
can be removed as long as it is within the timing window that minimizes disturbance to
bats (November – April). Dillon to provide a memo identifying the 13 bat maternity
roosting trees and the MNRF will provide a Letter to Proponent to PWS allowing the
removal of the hedgerows within the timing window. This will be separate from the Cpermit for the SE woodland.
MNRF is unable to confirm timing of permit issuance at this time; however they are
discussing this with the Region. The compensation area will be 2:1, so 14 ha of woodland
will need to be established. MNRF will be asking the proponent to ensure they have other
necessary approvals in place (e.g., municipal) before the Minister signs the permit.
Should an amendment be needed to a C-permit after it is issued, this would require
Minister approval and would be posted for a 30 day comment period. The timing for
amendments is scale dependent and determined by the MNRF on a case-by-case basis.
Action Items
Action
Submit memo identifying bat maternity habitat
trees to MNRF.
Provide Letter to Proponent permitting

Responsible Party
PWS/Dillon
MNRF (after receipt of memo).
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removal of hedgerows within appropriate
timing windows.
Confirm other approvals that may be required
for removal of SE and SW woodlands.
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge EA - Chatham-Kent Planning Meeting

DATE:

October 6, 2016

LOCATION:

Dillon Office, 10 Fifth Street South

PRESENT:

Bruce McAllister (Chatham-Kent), Marsha Coyne (Chatham-Kent), Cathy
Smith (PWS), Karla Kolli (Dillon Consulting)

Discussion on Planning Act Requirements for the Proposed Expansion
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Planning Act requirements and timing.
PWS noted that studies have been completed to confirm the woodlot habitat and speciesat-risk. Meetings have also been held with MNRF. MNRF has agreed to the following:
o The southwest woodlot is not significant habitat and from their perspective can be
removed.
o Hedgerows are not significant habitat. There are some individual trees within the
hedgerows that are significant habitat and MNRF has agreed that compensation
for removal of these trees would be incorporated into the permit for the southeast
woodlot. MNRF will be issuing a letter to PWS to indicate that PWS can remove
the woodlots between the months of November to April.
o The southeast woodlot is considered significant wildlife habitat and species-atrisk bat habitat. MNRF agreed that an overall benefit permit would be required to
remove this woodlot and must include 2 to 1 compensation. They noted that
municipal approvals would be required before the Minister would sign the permit.
Hedgerows are not included in the Chatham-Kent Official Plan or Zoning by-law and
thus it was agreed that no municipal approvals are required. PWS noted that they may
decide to remove the hedgerows this fall.
Much of the site is identified as Waste Management Site in the Official Plan. Both the
SW and SE woodlots however are designated in the OP as Open Space/Conservation
Lands and also identified as Significant Woodland and zoned as Open Space.
Amendment to the OP and Zoning by-law will be required for the expansion.
It was agreed that the studies completed for MNRF would likely be sufficient to meet
CK’s needs as support for OP and Zoning amendments. PWS agreed to provide these
studies, meeting minutes with MNRF, and any other supporting documentation including
a compensation plan at the appropriate time.
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PWS expressed an interest in removing the SW woodlot at the same time as the
hedgerows were being removed and thus the possibility of amending the OP and Zoning
for this woodlot now was discussed. CK planning staff provided the following
commentary:
o Bringing both woodlots forward to Council at the same time would give the
opportunity for a clear message that the compensation would result in a greater
amount of wooded area overall than what is currently provided by the 2 woodlots.
It was suggested that specific information on compensation be provided to
Council.
o Specific information on the rationale for the removal is required in order to
provide sufficient information for Council to make a decision and to provide
clarity on what the new designation/zone would be. It was suggested that
knowledge of the preferred site development alternative would be sufficient.
CK planning staff noted that the consultation for the required amendments includes two
public meetings in addition to the statutory public meeting. It was noted that these can be
carried out simultaneous with planned EA consultation.
Action Items
Action
Provide technical studies and other
documentation on woodlots as background for
Planning applications.
Coordinate consultation for EA and Planning
Act.

Responsible Party
PWS
PWS/Dillon and Chatham-Kent planning staff.

Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Karla Kolli (416-229-4647,
Ext. 2354) or kkolli@dillon.ca
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – ToR Comments Meeting with MTO

DATE/TIME:

February 2, 2017 11:00-12:00 pm

LOCATION:

659 Exeter Road, London, ON (MTO Offices)
(866)-633-1033; 6720953

PRESENT:

MTO: Cathy Geisbrecht (Environmental), Michael Swim (Planning),
Robert Bakalarczyk (Traffic)
MOECC: Cindy Batista, Nisha Shirali (all by phone)
Progressive Waste Solutions: Cathy Smith, Brian Forrestal
Dillon Consulting Limited: Gary Komar, Megan Bellamy (phone)

Notes
·
·

·

·
·

Cindy introduced the call and asked for background from MTO to understand the temporary haul
route that will be needed to accommodate the interchange upgrade. She wanted to understand the
timing as it may relate to the EA/ToR process.
MTO explained that they need to close ramps from time to time to either work on the interchange
or along the main line. One of the ongoing maintenance items along the 401 is pavement
reconstruction. This requires shifting all traffic to one side of the highway (and half of the
interchange is inaccessible). There will be more of this work in the next 10-20 years. Not all lanes
have been reconstructed in the Chatham-Kent area yet. There is no definitive start and end time
for this work, but MTO wants the MOECC and PWS to understand that this kind of work will be
needed in the future. MTO did not anticipate the amount of work that was required to get the
alternative haul route approved for the Highway 40/401 interchange upgrade. MTO would like to
avoid having to go through this process every time they need to do an upgrade in the Highway 40
area.
Cindy confirmed that MTO undertook a Class EA process in 2013 for the interchange and
through that process, MTO identified what the alternate haul route would be for the landfill
trucks. Typically if MTO needs to close an interchange, they don’t sign a detour for the crossing
road. The main reason the detour was needed in this case was a result of the landfill truck traffic.
Interchange construction is ongoing now and the actual shut down of the interchange will be in
spring 2017. Construction would continue for approx. 8 months with the interchange shut down,
but MTO is hoping to reduce this.
Cindy asked if any of the potential improvements over the next 20 years would require shut
downs. MTO explained that these works hadn’t been defined yet but that westbound lanes in the
interchange are not being captured under current work so would likely come up in the next 20
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years. MTO is hoping that the Ridge EA approval will incorporate something that will define an
alternate haul route so they [MTO] don’t have to get approval from the municipality.
Cindy explained that PWS is amending the ToR to address comments that came in during the
comment period. PWS is seeking approval from the Minister [of the Environment and Climate
Change] for expansion of the landfill, not for an alternate haul route. For clarity, the tonnage of
the landfill stays the same – but the life of the landfill would be extended for an additional 20
years.
The ToR speaks to how other effects will be considered in the EA that extend outside the project
area. The ToR is a work plan for the EA – defining indicators and criteria, work with appropriate
agencies, etc. The ToR doesn’t get into a lot of technical detail but includes a general summary of
technical reports that will be included in the EA. One of the technical studies is a transportation
study. What is not included in the transportation study is an assessment of an alternate haul route
a part of the undertaking.
When MOECC gets new (greenfield) landfill applications they require proponents to look at
alternative haul routes (i.e., haul route options with one preferred route being carried forward).
This is not typically required when the landfill is existing and a haul route is already approved.
The need for a temporary haul route in this case is the result of MTO’s work. PWS is only
seeking approval for expansion of their landfill – that is what is triggering the requirement for the
EA process under the Environmental Assessment Act.
In the 1997 Ridge Landfill expansion EA, PWS looked at the alternative haul routes and came up
with a preferred route (current route). The preferred alternative is supported by the municipality
and MTO.
MTO asked if it would make sense for a landfill operator to have one approved haul route and
then a second one to be incorporated into the approval. Cindy responded that the landfill operator
would work with the municipality to identify an alternative haul route. The potential for
construction in the future is out of the proponent’s control and difficult for them to predict.
Gary Komar explained that over the usual course of maintenance or emergency diversion of truck
traffic, these instances are short in duration. MTO doesn’t require EA approval for that kind of
short term emergency activity, nor does the municipality.
If MTO needs to close down portion of the haul route, they would need to go through the same
process with the municipality, etc. that was required for the Highway 40/401 interchange.
PWS has identified three study areas (on-site, off-site, haul route) where they need to consider all
potential effects of the expansion. The route that MTO has identified for the interchange would be
outside the study areas for the project. The designated haul route is included.
Action: PWS will continue working with MTO, specifically on the traffic study and what it
will include. This could speak to some potential transportation changes in the future and how
they might be addressed, but will not put forward a temporary haul route for the Minister to
approve.
The landfill truck route is defined by municipal roads. It is not part of the Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA) for the landfill. The upgrades to the secondary route were at the
request of the municipality. If MTO gets into this situation again, the trucks can use one of the
two haul routes. Chatham-Kent is going to recognize this as a secondary haul route for the
landfill. That approval has already been made as part of the Class EA that MTO undertook.
The ToR includes a transportation study on the designated route. Cindy would like PWS to meet
with MTO to discuss the terms of the transportation study but clarified that defining a preferred
alternative for a temporary haul route is outside the scope of what PWS is seeking approval for.
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The transportation study would only be for the approved haul route and considering potential
effects for that route only.
Future improvements to municipal roads would be part of PWS’ operations plan to speak to the
proponent doing that work.
Cathy pointed out that even if PWS was not expanding the landfill, MTO would still have gone
through the same process and would have had to speak with the municipality about an alternate
route.
MTO would still like a way to incorporate some information into the transportation study. PWS
will work with them on this in the EA. The technical studies laid out in the ToR are intentionally
high level to allow for some flexibility if new information arises during the EA. PWS does not
know when the ToR will be approved or when the EA will be submitted. The MOECC has
regulated timelines but the Minister can make a decision outside of the window.
Action: PWS to formalize in the RoC and in the amended ToR that they will continue
working with MTO. The formal response back to MTO should also be revised to state this.

Action items are identified in bold.
Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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MTO Comments Received - Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
Comment and Rationale

Response

Ministry of Transportation
MTO requests that PWS identify in the Individual Environmental Alternative haul routes were evaluated and Highway 40 was
Assessment an alternate haul route (utilizing another
identified as the preferred haul route as part of the Ridge
Highway 401 interchange).
Landfill 1997 EA process. This process was subject to review
and comment from the public and the municipality of
· An alternate haul route is needed in the event MTO must
Chatham-Kent. In the 20 years since 1997 there has been no
undertake future improvements at the Highway
need for an alternate haul route.
401/Highway 40 interchange, which would impede or
prevent waste haulers from using the existing approved
As part of the MTO’s own recent EA process required to
haul route (such as the full closure of the interchange
support the interchange reconstruction, MTO evaluated and
and/or ramps).
designated a temporary route to be used during the closure.
· This alternate haul route should be able to handle the waste In effect the process MTO is requesting of PWS at this time
hauler traffic for long periods of time (such as up to 1 year). has already been undertaken. It was determined by MTO
· The alternate haul route would only be used as a back-up, in after much consultation as part of their class EA (including
consultation with PWS and Chatham-Kent) that the most
the event the existing designated haul route cannot be
logical alternative route utilizes the Bloomfield Road/401
utilized.
· The traffic studies to be conducted as part of the EA should interchange. MTO determined that while the 401/Highway
40 interchange is closed it would be most effective for landfill
include a traffic impact study for MTO Traffic Section to
review the impacts that both the existing haul route and the truck traffic to proceed south on Bloomfield Road to Middle
Line, easterly on Middle Line to Erieau Road and southerly on
alternate haul route may have on MTO Highway 401
Erieau Road to the landfill entrance. This was approved and
interchanges.
· In addition, as part of identifying an alternate haul route in supported with by-law amendments by Chatham-Kent.
the EA process, PWS must obtain any necessary
The interchange will be re-opened long before this EA
Municipality of Chatham-Kent or provincial approvals,
process is complete. Given the significant work being
Environmental Compliance Approvals.
undertaken by MTO at the Highway 401/Highway 40
MTO is requesting that an alternate haul route be identified as interchange in 2017 it is unlikely that there would be a
subsequent need for a closure of the interchange in the
part of the landfill expansion EA process because, during the

Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference – Additional Comments Recieved

2

Comment and Rationale

Response

design and MTO Class Environmental Assessment process for
improvements to the Highway 401/Highway 40 (Communication
Rd) interchange, MTO had to establish a temporary alternate
route that PWS could use when the interchange was closed
during construction. The temporary alternate route uses the
Highway 401/Bloomfield Rd interchange and required MTO to
undertake extensive consultation with the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent. MTO also had to make improvements to some
of the intersections along the temporary route, including
obtaining property, in order to accommodate the waste hauler
traffic. In addition, MTO received many public enquiries and
comments as well as a bump-up request related to the
temporary haul route, all of which delayed the construction of
the Highway 401/Highway 40 interchange improvements.
Putting the onus on MTO to establish an alternate haul route for
PWS to use is not reasonable and in the future, the onus should
be on the landfill operator (PWS) to have an approved alternate
haul route.

future 20 year life of an expanded Ridge Landfill.

Additional comment received January 24, 2017 (via email) MTO’s position is that PWS’ response does not adequately
address MTO’s comments. MTO anticipates that over the next
20 years there may be a need to undertake
maintenance/repairs/reconstruction of Highway 401 at the
Highway 40 interchange as part of providing a safe, reliable and
sustainable highway system. This may require temporary
closures of some or all of the ramps at the interchange, which
would impact PWS’ ability to utilize their approved haul route.
MTO’s position is that PWS should identify in their EA and
obtain all necessary approvals for PWS to use an alternate haul

Additional response provided February 2017 (subsequent to
meeting held with MTO, MOECC and PWS on February 2,
2017) -

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

The planned intersection closure will see a re-routing of
landfill bound traffic to Bloomfield Road. The planned use of
the Bloomfield Road as a temporary alternative route is
further supported by the fact that as a part of the Highway
401/Highway 40 reconstruction project MTO has agreed to
improvements to that route including but not limited to
intersection improvements such as shoulder strengthening
and radius improvements including pavement widening and
some pavement rehabilitation. The MTO has agreed as part
of their Class EA to further repair wear and tear associated
with a prolonged use of that alternative route.
It is our opinion that the MTO interchange reconstruction
project and the need for and creation of an alternative haul
route resulting from this reconstruction is a distinct and
separate matter to the expansion of the Ridge Landfill.

The following was clarified at the meeting held with MTO,
MOECC and PWS on February 2, 2017:
· When MOECC gets applications for new (i.e.,
greenfield) landfills, they require proponents to look at
alternative haul routes (i.e., haul route options) as a
means of considering the potential impacts of the
undertaking with the objective being to identify the

3

Comment and Rationale

Response

route connecting at another Highway 401 interchange to
address access when MTO must undertake work that requires
temporary closure at the Highway 40 interchange. The onus
should be on PWS to secure an approved alternate haul route.

preferred haul route. This is not typically required for
a landfill expansion where a preferred haul route is
already approved, such as is the case with the Ridge
Landfill.
· There is no requirement for proponents to designate
an alternate haul route as part of their assessment.
The rationale behind this is that the preferred haul
route would have been evaluated as having the least
overall impact to the environment as a result of the
undertaking.
· For the Ridge Landfill, PWS is only seeking approval for
an expansion of the landfill. Since an identified haul
route already exists, no consideration of alternative
haul routes is required in the EA.
· The need for a temporary haul route in this case is the
result of MTO’s work and not due to PWS’ EA to
expand the life of the facility. Defining a temporary
haul route is outside the scope of what PWS is seeking
approval for from the Ministry. Discussions related to
the temporary haul route could take place between
MTO, PWS and Chatham-Kent but these would be
outside of the Ridge Expansion EA process.
PWS commits to continuing to consult with MTO on the
Ridge Landfill Expansion EA and in particular on the planned
traffic study (as summarized in the ToR).

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – ToR Comments Meeting with MOECC

DATE/TIME:

June 13, 2017

LOCATION:

135 St. Clair Avenue West, 7th Floor

PRESENT:

MOECC: Carolyn Lee, Dan Delaquis
Waste Connections of Canada: Cathy Smith, Lee Wilson, Brian Forrestal
Dillon Consulting Limited: Gary Komar, Megan Bellamy

Notes
·

·
·
·

·

·

WCC initiated the meeting thanking the Ministry for their time to meet. As background,
WCC outlined how their team has worked with the MOECC from pre-consultation
(December, 2015), through draft (June 2016), final (November 2016) and amended ToR
(February 2017) in order to prepare a ToR that would receive a positive MOECC staff
report to the Minister. Our last correspondence with the MOECC reviewer (Nisha at the
time) was in early April 2017. WCC was very shocked to receive the May 31 st letter from
the Ministry providing unresolved comments, and was hoping the next correspondence
would be approval of the ToR given that two months had passed since there had been any
questions or communication from MOECC.
WCC will work collaboratively with the MOECC to move through this process as
expeditiously as possible.
The Ridge is a great project: it is an existing regional landfill in great geology with
community and municipal support and which ties in with the Ministry’s goals of creating
a low-carbon circular economy.
The MOECC commented that there are other regional landfills in the area and
emphasized that the Ridge is the largest landfill in Ontario and has suggested seeking an
expansion to the residential service area to all of Ontario. WCC explained that there is a
commitment in the ToR to further consider the service area as part of the EA.
The MOECC wants to see how the project supports the provincial strategy. The MOECC
is not able to receive additional information about the ToR within their own timelines
which is why they have recommended that WCC withdraw and resubmit the ToR. It was
stated that withdrawal and resubmission of the ToR would require another 30 day public
comment period.
WCC indicated that withdrawing the ToR isn’t feasible, as the landfill is set to reach
capacity in 4 years and there is a significant amount of work to be done before then (i.e.,
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the EA work, EPA work and construction). The closure of the Ridge would have serious
consequences to WCC’s customers, the municipality of Chatham-Kent as well as the
province of Ontario. Approximately 3 to 4 million tonnes of waste are being exported to
the USA annually. The need for ongoing disposal capacity would be even higher if export
were discontinued. WCC indicated that they can respond quickly to the Ministry’s
comments and that an addendum would be the best path forward. If an addendum is not
acceptable to the MOECC, WCC would go through a second amendment of the ToR,
which others have done.
MOECC could not comment on if others had undertaken more than one amendment of
the ToR but reiterated that only one timeout was permitted in the process. A request for
an addendum or second timeout would have to be reviewed with others at the Ministry.
WCC and Dillon emphasized that they want to work with the MOECC to navigate this
process and would like to know what can be done to help the MOECC finalize the
application through to the Minister’s office. The meeting turned to discussion on some of
the Ministry’s comments. WCC explained the three diversion system scenarios (existing
diversion system, centralized processing at Ridge for Southern Ontario, centralized
processing at Ridge for local markets) MOECC asked for additional study area clarity for
the site development alternatives. Dillon explained that there is high confidence in the
impact zone for site development alternatives due to decades of operating experience and
that the study areas in the ToR take into consideration how the landfill footprint will
change.
MOECC asked what the study area was for the haul route (referring to distance on either
side). It was explained that we were considering properties immediately adjacent to the
route.
WCC explained that some of the Ministry’s comments would be very easily responded
to, such as agreeing to undertake certain studies in the EA. WCC provided the example
that they are willing to complete the odour modelling and greenhouse gas emissions
estimates as suggested in the Ministry’s letter.
MOECC mentioned their question about the landfill gas project (inclusion in the EA).
WCC explained that this facility would be at a location separate from the Ridge. MOECC
asked that WCC look at greenhouse gas impacts of the expanded landfill assuming two
scenarios: that the landfill gas facility is implemented, and that it is not. WCC explained
that there is a commitment in the ToR to consider the landfill gas project as part of
baseline EA conditions, should the project be implemented.
WCC offered to provide a Ridge site tour for the MOECC.
It was asked if WCC could submit a letter making a case for an addendum or amendment
to the ToR WCC and Dillon requested another in-person meeting (in advance of a letter)
with the MOECC to walk through their comments and get clarity on what they are
looking for and how we would respond. Dan agreed that MOECC would like to see the
proposed responses to their questions before agreeing to next steps and a path forward.
MOECC agreed to get back to Cathy in the afternoon regarding meeting times,
ideally for next week.
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MEETING NOTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – ToR Comments Meeting with MOECC

DATE/TIME:

June 21, 2017 10:00 – 12:00

LOCATION:

135 St. Clair Avenue West, 3rd Floor

PRESENT:

MOECC: Carolyn Lee, Dan Delaquis
Waste Connections of Canada: Cathy Smith
Dillon Consulting Limited: Karla Kolli, Megan Bellamy

Topics
Introductions and Purpose of the Meeting
· WCC thanked MOECC for taking the time to meet.
· WCC would like to get more clarification on the comments in the May 31 letter and
would like to understand exactly what is needed so WCC can continue to move forward
with the project.
· WCC provided an agenda that outlines each of the comments in the letter.
Needs and Opportunities Assessment
· WCC understands there are concerns with the tonnage (the ToR proposes to maintain the
current annual tonnage of 1.3 million tonnes per year). The Ridge Landfill accepts the
full tonnage amount every year and in fact cannot meet demand; the landfill turns
customers away that want to bring their waste to the Ridge.
· The high diversion targets that were used in the needs assessment are very similar to the
diversion targets in Ontario’s Waste-Free Strategy. When WCC/Dillon re-modelled the
need for disposal capacity using the targets and included the approved capacity of the
Humberstone Landfill, the results still demonstrated a net deficit of disposal capacity in
the province.
· WCC sees the Ridge Landfill as part of the Ministry’s plan to have regional landfills in
the province. The Ridge has a demonstrated ability to handle 1.3 million tonnes per year
and has been operating for over 50 years. Of this 1.3 million tonnes per year,
approximately 40,000 tonnes per year is from the residential service area which
comprises of Chatham-Kent and the surrounding four municipalities. The IC&I service
area of the Ridge (all of Ontario) covers high population growth areas in the province.
· WCC has a strong partnership with Chatham-Kent to help them achieve municipal
diversion targets.
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The MOECC encourages WCC to work to create partnerships with their IC&I customers
to increase diversion.
WCC explained that the waste that comes to the Ridge is already segregated – both at
source and within a network of transfer stations.
With the Ridge continuing to be available to accept residual waste here in Ontario, it
enables the landfill to potentially take on some of the IC&I waste currently going to
Michigan as their existing customers increase their diversion rates. Reducing the quantity
of waste that is currently exported and sending it to Ridge allows for reduced waste
transportation related GHGs in the province.
The MOECC commented that proposed new large landfills and landfill expansions
should be included in the Needs and Opportunities Assessment. The Minister will be
taking a regional approach when considering new applications for expansions or
greenfield site development.
If WCC would like to maintain the current annual capacity of the landfill, a stronger case
needs to be made. More discussion is needed about other proposed landfills. WCC asked
how this could be implemented as it is unknown how many applications or which
applications will be approved by the Minister. The MOECC suggested that the Needs and
Opportunities Assessment provide a full context that considers the status of existing large
landfills and proposed landfills in the region, incorporates the new diversion targets for
the province, waste amounts exported to Michigan, etc. The report should discuss all the
variables that helped WCC arrive at their request for maintaining the 1.3 million tonne
annual disposal rate for the next 20 years.
The MOECC mentioned that the Needs and Opportunities Assessment should speak to
residential and IC&I waste separately as the service areas differ.
WCC could indicate in their ToR that the current service areas for residential and IC&I
will be maintained but that residential service areas will be re-assessed during the
preparation of the EA. The ToR should also speak to how WCC will re-assess the
residential service area and determine the potential environmental impacts associated
with any changes to the residential service area.

Alternatives to the Undertaking
· Dillon commented that the original Consideration of Alternatives To the Undertaking
Report used questions from the ToR Code of Practice (CoP) and was reflective of what
other waste management companies had done in their ToRs. When the draft ToR was
reviewed by the previous MOECC project officer, WCC was asked to revise the criteria,
which was done. The criteria were updated to address all aspects of the environment
(natural, social, economic, cultural). The revised report was shared with the former
project officer. WCC would like to understand where concerns or questions remain
regarding their approach.
· The MOECC remarked that Consideration of Alternatives To should present a long list of
alternatives (including energy from waste, thermal technologies, diversion, at-source
separation, other WCC properties for landfill, etc.). The screening questions listed in the
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ToR CoP are intended to “screen out” alternatives that are not reasonable for WCC to
pursue from the perspectives of addressing the identified opportunity as well as
technical/financial feasibility. The screened short list of “Alternatives To” would then be
evaluated against the “Do Nothing” alternative with respect to their potential effects on
the environment and their advantages and disadvantages using defined evaluation criteria.
The MOECC noted that Section 1.1 of the Consideration of Alternatives To the
Undertaking Report appears to use the 1997 Ridge Landfill EA as supporting information
for limiting the range of alternatives that will be assessed in the new EA. The MOECC
stated that 1997 information has to be confirmed as twenty years have elapsed. Dillon
explained that the purpose for using the 1997 EA was to provide context about why WCC
is not going to look at other sites in 2017. The MOECC suggested that WCC confirm the
1997 methodology and assumptions used for selecting Ridge Landfill as the most suitable
landfill site to provide support for expanding the existing site. Dillon noted that the ToR
supplementary documentation summarizes how the primary and confirmatory siting
analysis was done in 1997. Additional discussion may be required to clarify the approach
to reconfirming assumptions from the 1997 EA.
The MOECC commented that a more detailed description of the types of centralized
processing facilities and diversion activities that will be considered as part of the
evaluation of enhanced diversion alternatives (i.e., will WCC be constructing a recycling
facility at the Ridge, and/or conducting outreach activities?) should be included in the
ToR.
MOECC suggested considering enhanced diversion as a separate Alternative To and
carrying forward both enhanced diversion and expanded landfill (in addition to the
benchmark “do nothing” alternative) for further assessment in the EA as opposed to
including enhanced diversion as part of the landfill expansion alternative. This
suggestion would allow for the discussion of the development and evaluation of
alternative on-site and off-site diversion methods in a stand-alone section for clarity, in
addition to emphasizing WCC’s efforts in applying Ontario’s Waste-Free Strategy.
The MOECC commented that the “alternatives to” evaluation criteria should be more
specific and reflect the example table provided on page 43 of the ToR CoP which
outlines the environmental component, criterion, indicator and data source (i.e. technical
studies). Dillon explained that the criteria were developed based on the alternatives being
evaluated and that the criteria needed to be at a level where they could create a true
comparison between alternatives. Dillon noted that the indicators listed on page 43 of the
Code of Practice do not fit with the alternatives being considered as they require physical
locations. It was noted that further discussion may be required to determine an
appropriate way to modify the Alternatives To evaluation table. (Post-meeting Note:
Criteria and indicators should be developed to assess the potential impacts of the
alternatives on the environment. The criteria developed for the evaluation of alternatives
to the undertaking may be more general than the criteria developed for alternative
methods. Questions related to meeting a need/opportunity, planning objectives and
economic feasibility are more appropriately applied to the screening of a long list of
alternatives to the undertaking for the purpose of determining the appropriate range of
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alternatives to consider in the EA. Therefore, the “Potential to Address
Need/Opportunity and Provincial Planning Objectives” as shown in Tables 3 and 4 of
the amended ToR is a screening level criterion rather than an environmental impact
assessment criterion).
The MOECC recommended that WCC and Dillon refer to recently approved waste
management undertakings and ToRs for examples of elements to include in the Ridge
Landfill EA ToR. The most recently approved Capital Region Resource Recovery Centre
undertaking comprises of a variety on-site processing facilities (C&D, MRF, Organics,
etc.) and focuses on waste diversion prior to landfilling residual waste. Condition #9 of
Walker Industries’ Southwestern Landfill ToR Notice of Approval requires Walker to
“consider and evaluate alternative methods for separation, at source, at the landfill or by
other method, of IC&I waste such as, but not limited to, recyclables and organics that
may have other end uses outside of final landfill disposal” as part of its EA.
WCC explained that the Capital Region landfill is very close to a large populated area
~700,000 people within a reasonable distance, so it makes sense for them [TaggartMiller] to propose specific potential diversion infrastructure at the landfill property. In
contrast the Ridge Landfill is located in an area of the province where the greater
population is much further away. Chatham-Kent itself is only 110,000 people over a
fairly large geography.
WCC explained that Alternative 4 – Expand the Existing Landfill with Enhanced
Diversion (the preferred Alternative To) considers where/how to build potential diversion
systems based on best fit. Diversion is best when done close to source. In WCC’s
business model, it makes the most sense to place infrastructure where the waste stream
and population are. For example, it doesn’t make sense to put a recycling centre at the
Ridge and haul recyclables from Muskoka. It makes sense for WCC to look at their
system and where they can respond to diversion needs. WCC collectively understands
that this is the future and as a business WCC wants to be part of that future.

Study Areas
· The MOECC commented in the letter dated May 31 that the rationales for the proposed
study areas were not provided in the amended ToR. The MOECC recommended that
WCC propose a broader regional study area for the EA, in addition to study areas for the
impact assessments with respect to different technical disciplines and the haul route.
MOECC provided an example of the preliminary study area map that was included in the
Walker’s Southwestern Landfill EA ToR.
· WCC noted that the ToR commits to technical disciplines confirming their study areas in
the EA. Dillon noted that the study areas were presented during public consultation and
no [members of the public] expressed concerns. (Post-meeting note: Walpole Island and
Aamjiwnaang First Nations commented that the off-site study area should be expanded
beyond 1km. The MOECC Southwestern Air Quality Analyst also inquired at how the
proponent arrived at the 1km air quality impact study area. These comments were
resolved with the First Nations and Air Quality Analyst prior to submission of the
Amended ToR in February if 2017).
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·

Dillon mentioned that WCC commits to identifying the properties on either side of the
haul route. The MOECC mentioned that there have been projects in the past where the
public has expressed concerns about EA study areas during consultation (with reference
to the proposed Ingersoll Southwestern Landfill).
Leachate Treatment
· The MOECC would like WCC to evaluate alternative leachate treatment (and associated
stormwater management) methods in the EA in addition to confirming the long-term
capacity of the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant to accept landfill leachate over
the 20 year planning period. The EA should consider leachate treatment alternatives and
their effects on the environment.
· WCC committed to looking at the capacity of the plant and ‘what if’ issues – e.g., climate
change etc. This will be done as part of the assessment of leachate treatment in the EA.
The consideration of alternatives to the current leachate treatment system will be
completed as part of this work during the impact assessment for the preferred site
development alternative method.
· The MOECC would like the ToR to include more information on what the leachate study
will entail. WCC was also encouraged to add narrative about how leachate treatment may
be influenced by the type of waste received at the landfill (i.e., residential waste produces
more leachate than IC&I waste). WCC agreed to do this.
Contaminating Lifespan
· As part of the evaluation of site development alternatives, the EA will qualitatively
discuss the difference in the contaminating lifespan (with respect to leachate and landfill
gas). Dillon clarified that quantitative modelling will only be undertaken for the preferred
site development alternative method.
· The MOECC would like the EA to include a comparison of the contaminating lifespan if
the Ridge were to close when its current approved capacity is reached, and if it were to
expand and remain operational for the next 20 years.
Cumulative Effects Assessment
· The MOECC requested a description in the ToR of what WCC is going to consider as
part of the cumulative effects assessment, as well as how the cumulative effects
assessment will be carried out.
· WCC commits to consulting MOECC in the development of a draft cumulative effects
assessment work plan.
· The MOECC referenced condition #12 of the Walker ToR approval and suggested that
this wording be used in the Ridge ToR.
This condition includes: Walker shall also prepare a cumulative effects assessment work
pan and implement the following activities:
a) prior to finalizing the cumulative effects assessment work plan, Walker shall be
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required to consult the MOECC in the development of a draft cumulative effects
assessment work plan on the method and how the assessment of cumulative effects
should be presented in the EA. Walker shall also consider the guidance document
Addressing Cumulative Environmental Effects under CEAA when drafting its
cumulative effects assessment work plan. In addition, Walker shall use cumulative
effects assessment guidance documents issued by the MOECC in the EA, if and when
available.
b) Consult with the MOECC on the finalization of the cumulative effects assessment
work plan.
·

MOECC is preparing cumulative effects guidance, and mentioned that the federal
government is updating their guidance document as well. WCC should use the available
cumulative effects guidance information to prepare the work plan and conduct the
cumulative effects assessment during the EA.

Air Quality
· The MOECC suggested that WCC provide a similar commitment to condition #6 of the
Walker ToR approval.

·
·

·
·

This condition states: Consult with the MOECC prior to the finalization of air quality
work plans to ensure that the proposed studies will adequately characterize the existing
environment, given the potential for cumulative impacts, as well as allow for accurate
prediction of impacts during the entire lifecycle of the proposed landfill. This
consultation shall include, but not necessarily be limited to the list of species to be
monitored, the number and location of monitors to be used and air quality assurance and
control procedures. This consultation and subsequent work plans will build upon other
studies undertaken in the area by the MOECC, the municipalities and Public Health
Ontario. Walker will provide the MOECC with full access to all monitors and will ensure
that sampling locations are designed and operated to permit co-located sampling.
WCC will commit to consulting MOECC air quality staff to discuss air quality work
plan(s) as part of the EA.
The MOECC requested that the ToR to indicate what compounds will be looked at, what
kind of landfill gas emissions will be considered, and annual emission rates. The
MOECC would also like to see a commitment to look at GHG emissions as part of the
confirmation of WCC’s service area expansion (specific to residential waste). This only
needs to be completed if residential waste is coming from a broader area than what is
currently approved. Consideration of GHGs should also consider the potential need for
the removal of trees on the site and should discuss proposed mitigation (i.e., a planting
plan).
Dillon responded that this comment can be addressed by providing a high level work plan
as part of the ToR that addresses GHG emissions and includes a broader discussion on
how the site footprint will impact GHGs and potential mitigation.
MOECC mentioned that the GHG assessment could also include an estimation of the

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8

TELEPHONE (416) 229-4646
FAX (416) 229-4692

MOECC ToR Comments Meeting
June 21, 2017

Page | 7

GHG emissions from waste export/transport that would be avoided from the continued
operation of the Ridge Landfill as additional support for expanding the site.
Landfill Gas Utilization
· WCC explained that the landfill gas facility would be off-site and a third party would
have ownership. WCC would encourage the facility owner to use the gas in a way that
furthers provincial objectives (i.e., greenhouses, supporting the agri-food industry). WCC
is considering a Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) option rather than a grid option and are in
the process of doing a feasibility assessment. WCC has agreed that if the landfill gas
facility were to proceed, this would be considered as part of baseline conditions in the
EA.
· The MOECC indicated that if the biogas facility is not confirmed, WCC will need to
consider other alternatives to address landfill gas emissions from the site, other than
flaring, in the EA because of Ridge Landfill’s size. The EA should identify and evaluate
the impacts of landfill gas management alternatives on the environment.
Next Steps
· The MOECC recommends that WCC withdraw the amended ToR and submit a new ToR
under the new company name/brand. The MOECC considers this to be the best option
since it provides a new consolidated document for ministry staff to review. The 12 week
regulated timeline would start after the new ToR is submitted.
· WCC asked about the potential for another “time out” to prepare an addendum to the
amended ToR. The MOECC indicated that additional “time outs” are not encouraged and
that the Canadian Environmental Law Association has written to the MOECC on this
matter. The MOECC also mentioned that even if a second time out were permitted, new
information would be subject to a 30 day public and agency comment period.
· Dillon asked what constitutes “new information” such that a new ToR would need to be
submitted. Dillon is of the opinion that much of what the Ministry has requested is
repackaging of existing information and is not new. Dillon commented that the ministry’s
comments could be addressed quickly either through an addendum to the ToR and/or a
commitment table so that everything is in one place. MOECC commented that a new,
clean ToR would facilitate the review of the final EA when it is submitted.
· The MOECC mentioned that the ministry’s internal review of the new ToR submission
may take a shorter timeframe as technical reviewers are already familiar with the
proposed project when they review the components with respect to their technical
disciplines.
· The next step for WCC is to provide a formal letter to the MOECC responding to the
May 31st letter. This letter would speak to how comments will be addressed and should
also give potential timing for resubmission.
· The MOECC indicated availability to review draft versions of various ToR components
(e.g., Needs and Opportunities Assessment, Alternatives To Report, GHG work plan,
etc.).
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Dillon inquired if the MOECC’s May 31 st letter reflects all of the MOECC’s remaining
concerns, including those of senior staff. The MOECC responded that the letter details all
outstanding concerns.

The meeting concluded at 12:30pm
Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416229-4647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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MEMO
TO:
FROM:
cc:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Carolyn Lee, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC)
Ravi Mahabir, Dillon Consulting Limited
Gary Komar, Dillon Consulting Limited
November 30, 2017
Air Quality Scope of Work for Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment (EA)

OUR FILE:

File #15-2456

During the MOECC’s review of the draft Terms of Reference, the MOECC provided initial comments after
which a revised Air Quality EA work plan was issued. Subsequently, on May 31, 2017, the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) issued a letter to Waste Connections of Canada (formerly
Progressive Waste Solutions) that included comments on the Air Quality EA work plan. The comments
from the letter were as follows:
The ministry is satisfied that the air quality work plan in the amended ToR has been revised
based on ministry input. The ministry recommends additional consultation with the Regional Air
Quality Analyst for proposed air quality impact assessments and during the development of any
additional air quality monitoring programs at the Ridge Landfill.
The ministry notes that there are components missing from the air quality impact assessment
work plan with respect to odour and greenhouse gas emissions. The air quality impact
assessment work plan does not provide a methodology for determining future odour conditions
and impacts to sensitive receptors during the EA. The ToR should also provide a commitment to
estimate greenhouse gases emissions, in particular methane and carbon dioxide, that will result
from the continued operation of the Ridge Landfill and to identify mitigation measures. The
methodology for the estimation of greenhouse gases that will be generated from the landfill site
should be included in the air quality work plan or as a separate work plan in the ToR.
The ministry acknowledges that Progressive will be considering the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions from haul route truck traffic; however there is no discussion in the amended ToR of
how the greenhouse gas impacts (positive and negative) of the enhanced diversion alternatives
will be assessed. As mentioned above, Progressive should include a work plan outlining how
greenhouse gas emissions and mitigation will be assessed in the EA.
The purpose of this memo is to confirm the approach for the proposed Air Quality scope of work for the
EA.
The study areas to be considered for the Air Quality assessment are on-site (i.e., landfill footprint), offsite (1 km from the maximum fill area), and along the haul route. The study areas described above may
be adjusted during the EA to address the requirements of the Air Quality assessment. The tasks to be
completed during the EA phase of work will be broken down as follows:
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Data Collection
• Indicator compounds will be selected for the air quality assessments within the EA. Changes in these
compounds will be assessed (qualita vely and/or quan ta vely) and the an cipated magnitude of
these changes used as indicators of impacts to air quality. Up to eight (8) indicator compounds will
be selected for the air emissions assessment. The indicator compounds will include:
o total suspended par culate;
o par culate ma er with aerodynamic diameter <2.5µm (PM2.5));
o nitrogen oxides;
o hydrogen sulphide;
o vinyl chloride,
o carbon monoxide;
o sulphur dioxide; and
o odour.
• Baseline air quality will be characterized within the study area through use air quality data from the
closest Environment Canada NAPS or MOECC air quality monitoring sta ons. Data will be collected
for the indicator compounds iden ﬁed for the project. Data from these sources will be supplemented
by site-speciﬁc monitoring that was conducted in 2014.
Evaluation of Site Development Alternatives
• A qualita ve analysis of poten al odours and changes in indicator compound emissions will be
completed.
• The site development alterna ves all relate to the alterna ve development op ons for the landﬁll.
The landﬁll will accept post-diversion residual waste, and therefore the site development alterna ves
will not aﬀect the diversion rate of the regional system (i.e. alterna ves that enhance diversion within
Waste Connec on's system are not being considered as standalone alterna ves as part of the EA). As
a result, there will not be changes in GHGs associated with changes in diversion rate; and,
• A qualita ve analysis will be done of poten al opera onal changes in GHGs associated with site
development alterna ves. The results of the qualita ve assessment will be used to provide input to
the evalua on of alterna ves.
Assessment of the Preferred Alternative
Based on the fact that the daily waste acceptance rate of the landfill will not be increased, the greatest
potential impact to air quality for the landfill expansion will be associated with on-site operations.
However, there may be an increase in export soil truck traffic or changes to background traffic levels
along the haul route. Therefore the assessment of the preferred alternative will focus on the landfill
operations itself, but will also consider changes to haul route traffic. The key steps in the assessment of
the preferred alternative are as follows:
1. Quan ﬁca on of odour (OU/s) will be completed for signiﬁcant poten al on-site sources.
Established emission factors (e.g., MOECC Interim Guide to Es mate and Assess Landﬁll Air Impacts)
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

will be used to perform desktop quan ﬁca on of odour sources. On-site measurement of emissions
will not be conducted as part of this assessment.
Es ma on of emissions of indicator compounds from the on-site signiﬁcant sources, accoun ng for
the phased development of the landﬁll under the preferred alterna ve. Sources to be accounted for
may include:
o Onsite roads
o LFG collec on system
o Flare
o Material Handling
o Mobile equipment, etc.
Es ma on of GHG emissions (CO2, CH4, N2O) from on-site opera ons (onsite equipment, LFG
collec on system, ﬂare) using emission factors from established resources including US EPA AP-42
and the LandGEM model. GHG emissions will compared to regional (if available) and provincial
emissions to assess signiﬁcance.
Incorpora on of the emission es mates of indicator compounds into dispersion models to predict the
change in air quality and odour concentra ons. The AERMOD modelling system will be used to
characterize air quality changes associated with the expansion of the landﬁll. This will include use of
site-speciﬁc meteorological data sources from the MOECC. The indicator compounds iden ﬁed for
the project will be modelled to predict the maximum point of impingement concentra ons as well as
concentra ons at the closest sensi ve receptors. Up to four modelling itera ons will be conducted.
Meteorological data for use in the assessment will be sourced from the MOECC in a pre-processed
format.
Es ma on of emissions of applicable indicator compounds from the haul route traﬃc sources
associated with poten al changes to soil truck or background traﬃc levels, and use of an appropriate
transporta on dispersion model (e.g. CAL3QHCR) to predict concentra ons of indicator compounds
at sensi ve receptors.
Combina on of the predicted changes in air quality with baseline condi ons to es mate cumula ve
air quality.
Use of 1 year of local meteorological data, combined with the distance of receptors from the working
face (for 2 reasonable worst-case future design scenarios) to assess the poten al for blowing li er
impacts. This will be completed using the blowing li er threshold wind speed criteria previously
deﬁned for the site (1996).

EA Impact Assessment
• Using the data derived from the Tasks above, analysis of the magnitude of the poten al changes in air
quality (i.e., changes in concentra ons of indicator compounds) will be completed for the preferred
alterna ve. The overall impact will be designated as high, medium or low on the sensi ve receptors,
in accordance with the EA impact assessment approach.
• The results of the blowing li er assessment will be used to characterize the poten al impact of the
preferred alterna ve as high, medium or low on the sensi ve receptors, in accordance with the EA
impact assessment approach.
• The results of the odour assessment will be used to characterize the poten al impact of the preferred
alterna ve as high, medium or low on the sensi ve receptors, in accordance with the EA impact
assessment approach.
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• The results of the GHG analysis will be used to characterize the project’s contribu on to the GHG
proﬁle of the region or the province, in accordance with the EA impact assessment approach.
• Where necessary, opera ons mi ga ve measures (that are above and beyond the proposed design of
the landﬁll) will be deﬁned to reduce any poten al impacts (air quality, odour, and li er).
• Cumula ve eﬀects will be considered by considering background concentra ons of air quality
indicators.
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MEETING MINUTES
Subject:
Date and Time:
Location:
Our File:

Ridge Landfill – Supporting Document #1 Meeting
December 6, 2017 2:30 pm to 3:30 pm
Conference Call
15-2456

endees
MOECC
Waste Connections
Dillon Consulting Limited

Andrew Evers, Carolyn Lee
Izzie Abrams, Brian Forrestal, Cathy Smith
Betsy Varghese

Notes
The purpose of the meeting was to go through the file “MOECC Comments on Supporting Document 1
– Purpose/Opportunity Assessment, December 4, 2017”. The comment numbers referred to in the
meeting notes reflect the comment numbers in the MOECC file.
Responses/Discussions/Actions for Comments
· Comments 1, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 15 were straightforward and changes will be made as per MOECC’s
requests in the December 4 file.
· Comment #2 (service area terminology)
Provided background on current and proposed service area.
Action: Remove “proposed” and just refer to as “service area”. Service area will not
be reevaluated in the EA.
Comment #3 (language used)
o MOECC requested to keep language in SD#1 as fact-based and about the business
opportunity to expand the Ridge landfill (not about all Ontario). Action: remove
language (e.g., social, untenable, undesirable).
Comments #6, 7, 10, 13 and 14 (Figures 7, 9 and 10)
o Confusion over terminology used (approved annual fill rate versus approved fill area
capacity). MOECC is OK with units used (tonnes or cubic metres) to describe remaining
landfill capacity.
o MOECC said that the 2011 large landfill sites data should be OK to use as a starting
point for projecting remaining waste disposal capacity within the service area but more
recent 2015 large landfill sites data is available upon request to determine the actual
rate that waste disposal capacity at large landfill sites is being exhausted. Dillon to
decide if data should be updated. Action: MOECC to send Dillon 2015 large landfill
sites data.
o MOECC suggested that the number of graphs in the document be condensed to two.
Figures 7, 9, and 10 can be replaced with two graphs (referred to in meeting as 7A and
o
o

·

·
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7B).
7a – line with remaining disposal capacity at existing waste disposal sites with
a line representing residual waste generation within the service area taking
into account the Waste-Free Ontario Strategy interim diversion goals (i.e.,
current Figure 9); and
§ 7b – same as 7a plus one line for all waste disposal facility proposals without
the Ridge and another line with all waste disposal facility proposals with the
Ridge. The sensitivity analysis on Ontario’s interim diversion goals can be left
in with greater explanation as to what was incorporated into the analysis.
o MOECC pointed out that Figure 10 shows that if all proposed waste management
projects are approved (including the Ridge Landfill expansion), there will be an oversupply of landfill capacity from 2022 to 2035.
o MOECC commented that Section 4 uses the term approved capacity incorrectly, since
the section is actually referring to the approved “annual waste disposal rate”.
o Remove language that states that all waste management proposals need to be
approved.
o Action: Dillon to review updated data, revise graphs and append supporting data and
calculations in appendix as indicated above.
Comments 11 and 12 (Economic Analysis)
o MOECC remarked that the economic analysis in Attachment A provides an expert
opinion based on the review of numerous information sources which differs from the
the waste opportunity study in the BFI 1997 EA and Terrapure’s Economic Impact
Assessment for the Stoney Creek EA ToR. MOECC suggested that the 1997 EA waste
opportunity study can be updated to define the current waste opportunity.
o Waste Connections offered to invite Dr. Carr to discuss the metholodogy used in the
economic analysis with the MOECC.
o MOECC noted that the economic analysis refers to results from draft SD #1. As the
economic analysis is an independent third-party market analysis, it should be prepared
without referencing SD #1.
o Action: Waste Connections to request Dr. Carr to update report and remove
references to SD #1 in the economic analysis.
§

·

Timeline of Remaining Deliverables
·
·

·

Confirmed that SD#1 will be revised as per the above and MOECC’s comments and will not be
resubmitted to MOECC for review prior to ToR submission.
SD#2 is being reviewed by MOECC and another conference call with the Waste Connections
team will be scheduled to go over SD#2 comments early/mid next week. Action: MOECC to
provide date/time of meeting as soon as possible.
MOECC comments on the draft air quality work plan can be anticipated by Monday, December
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·

11.
Waste Connections indicated that the ToR will be made available for 30 day public review the
first week of January. Waste Connections intends to distribute the ToR to government review
agencies by December 22. MOECC advised that there will be a series of administrative tasks to
complete in advance of the formal ToR submission. Action: Dillon to send Notification of
Submission and ToR Summary Form to MOECC as soon as possible.

Errors and/or Omissions
These minutes were prepared by Betsy Varghese who should be notified of any errors and/or omissions.
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MEETING NOTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – Supporting Document #2 Comments Meeting
with MOECC

DATE/TIME:

December 12, 2017

LOCATION:

Conference call

PRESENT:

MOECC: Carolyn Lee, Andrew Evers
Waste Connections of Canada: Cathy Smith, Izzie Abrams, Brian
Forrestal
Dillon Consulting Limited: Betsy Varghese, Megan Bellamy

Notes
The main purpose of the meeting was to go through the table “MOECC Comments on
Supporting Document 2 – Alternatives to the Undertaking, December 8, 2017”. The comment
numbers referred to in the meeting notes reflect the comment numbers in the MOECC table.
Comments on SD #2:
·

·

·

·

·

Comment 1: MOECC recommends revising the introduction to highlight Waste
Connection’s business opportunity to expand the Ridge Landfill and the justification for
proposing to prepare a “focused” EA.
Comment 2: MOECC suggests developing a clear purpose/opportunity statement to
facilitate the selection and consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives. MOECC
provided an example in the comment table. Dillon will be revising SD#2 to look at
alternatives that are within Waste Connections’ control and the opportunity to maintain
their integrated waste management system.
Comment 3: Provide more clarity on what do-nothing means (i.e., implications for what
do-nothing would mean and how it’s not a viable option for the long term – to be carried
forward in the EA in terms of evaluation/assessment of environmental effects as the
baseline scenario).
Comment 4: Need to discuss the implications of the various waste export options and
provide good justification for why they will not be carried forward based on the business
opportunity. Noted that Dillon should take the approach of describing and providing
rationale for each alternative in Section 2.
Comment 5: To provide justification as to why thermal treatment is not a viable business
opportunity and alternative for Waste Connections, Waste Connections will include a
simplified cost benefit analysis in an attachment to the report. The analysis can reference
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the sources used in the Walker Southwestern Landfill ToR but will be tailored to Waste
Connections and will include discussion on the following additional reasons why it’s not
a viable alternative:
1. Suspension of Energy-from-Waste Standard Offer Program in 2016.
2. The proven thermal treatment technology, mass burn, is controversial, all others
are unproven and not viable at the scale required (noted the several failed
attempts).
3. Thermal treatment runs against government policy, including the Long Term
Energy Plan, Climate Change Action Plan and Waste Free Ontario – Building a
Circular Economy Act.
4. Building an EFW facility runs contrary to waste diversion infrastructure Waste
Connections has built.
5. Waste Connections has a corporate philosophy to not build EFW
6. It is not a core competency within Waste Connection’s business.
Comment 6: MOECC suggested that Waste Connections carry forward some of the waste
diversion arguments and commitments noted in Attachment A into the body of SD#2 and
discuss if Waste Connections can augment diversion activities at this time. Waste
Connections indicated that the company will still need the 1.3 million tonnes of capacity
per year even if the Waste-Free Ontario Strategy interim diversion goals are met. Waste
Connections is committed to looking at other ways to complement the province’s goal of
diversion as part of the EA.
Comments 7 and 8: Dillon will condense Sections 2 and 3 of SD #2 into one section
(similar to Walker’s approach). Dillon will remove the table in Section 3 and provide a
narrative of each alternative to the undertaking. Dillon will remove the discussion on
advantages and disadvantages in SD #2 and consider advantages and disadvantages in the
EA as they relate to the impact assessment of alternative methods, as well as the
advantages and disadvantages of the proposed undertaking relative to “do nothing”. The
conclusion of SD #2 will state that the expansion of the Ridge Landfill and “do nothing”
alternatives will be carried forward in the EA.
Comment 9: Dillon will refer to the Ridge Landfill’s southern and central Ontario service
area as “service area” and not “proposed service area” throughout the document.

Other Items
·
·

·

The MOECC will not be reviewing SD #2 again until the final ToR is submitted.
Air Quality Work Plan – the MOECC Air Quality Analyst memo suggests that baseline
modelling may be needed but also acknowledges that there is historical monitoring data
from 2014. Dillon will include a commitment in the ToR to consult with MOECC to
finalize the air quality work plan for the EA. Dillon will also connect with the Air Quality
specialist now to clarify the modeling/monitoring item.
Comment/tracking table – Need to include air quality comments in addition to all memo
comments in the tracking table. All MOECC comments can be compiled into a single
table. The tracking table can be included in the RoC.
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1. Contaminating lifespan: Waste Connection’s response refers to a qualitative
assessment of contaminating lifespan – MOECC would like a description of what
this will entail. Leachate generation rates – include this when assessing each
alternative expansion method and discuss how it will be assessed – include a
commitment in the ToR to look at both leachate quality and quantity.
2. Air Quality – explain what qualitative means.
3. GHG emissions – MOECC requested an assessment of the net GHG
effects/emissions from the proposed undertaking and what mitigation measures
will be implemented, rather than GHG comparisons to regional and provincial
targets.
4. Best management practices for mitigating environmental effects should be clearly
defined in the EA.
5. LFG utilization – The project team initially proposed that Waste Connections
would consider the LFG facility in the EA as part of existing conditions.
MOECC clarified that the EA should address alternative design options for LFG
for the landfill expansion. The proposed LFG facility shouldn’t be considered as
an existing condition in the EA.
6. P.12 – comments Alternative 1 and 2 from MOECC’s August 23 rd, 2017 memo
are missing from the table. MOECC mentioned that Dillon can refer to previous
responses in the table for comments that have been raised more than once.
7. P.13 – Alternative 5 – remove text that state that during the planning period all
planned facilities will be required – remove this type of language as per SD #1
comments.
8. MOECC requested the addition of an extra column to the table to indicate where
items are addressed in the ToR to expedite the review process.
·
·

·
·

MOECC to review Waste Connection’s Government Review Team (GRT) list and
send Dillon the current GRT list today. Waste Connections Project Manager, Dillon
and MOECC Project officer will be involved in ToR distribution and notification.
MOECC Project Officer is responsible for reviewing the draft notice of submission
and ToR submission form, provide the most recent GRT list, indicate the number of
copies for MOECC technical reviewers, and provide covering memos for GRT,
Indigenous communities and public review locations. Project Officer will distribute
electronic copies of the ToR to MOECC technical reviewers.
Dillon is responsible for confirming the non-MOECC GRT distribution list, number
of copies (electronic/hard) for non-MOECC GRT members, attach MOECC
covering memos when distributing the ToR to non-MOECC individuals.
Courier delivery confirmation/receipt is required for Indigenous communities.

Action items are identified in bold.
Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416229-4647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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Draft Terms of Reference Review
Comment and Response Tables

Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference (Amended)
February 2017

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

Page vii, Executive
Summary

Page viii, Executive
Summary

Page 3, Section 1.2

2.

3.

4.

Fourth paragraph states that the ToR requires approval
from the ‘MOECC’. The ToR requires approval from the
Minister of the Environment and Climate Change.
The ToR states that the South Landfill and the Infill Area
have not been developed; however it is expected that
work will begin to develop the South Landfill in 2016.
Approximately how much waste can be deposited at the
South Landfill and Infill Area and how will it take to fill.

The ToR states that the Landfill Site area is approximately
262 hectares (ha) and it will increase to approximately 340
ha should the Minister approve the proposed undertaking.
For clarity, please confirm the size of the Ridge Landfill
site/property. It is understood that the expansion would
not result in any further land acquisition.

Cindy Batista, Special Projects Officer, Environmental Assessment Services
1.
The Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 is
Acronyms and
Definitions
referenced following the definition for ‘Alternative
Methods’. Is this meant to be the Ontario Environmental
Assessment Act?

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

-1-

Information Request: Please provide this information as
part of your response to the comment.

Please amend ToR accordingly.

Please confirm and amend the ToR accordingly so it is
clear that the expansion to increase the existing landfill
will be accommodated on the existing Ridge property
and not require further land acquisition.

Please clarify and amend the ToR accordingly.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments

The approved capacity of the South is 4,203,000 m3.
Assuming a density of 1 t/m3 and 1.3M tonnes/year, it will
take approximately 3 years and 3 months to fill the South
Landfill.

Construction of the first cell of the South landfill began in the
summer of 2016 and will be completed in December 2016.
Other cells will be constructed over the next few years.

The proposed Project would see the Landfill Site Area
increase from 262 ha to up to 340 ha (the total area of
PWS-owned lands at the Ridge).
The sentence now reads - The ToR requires approval by
the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change.

PWS owns 340 hectares (ha) of land at the Ridge
Landfill. The existing Landfill Site Area, which is
permitted by the Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) from the MOECC for waste management and
environmental work purposes, is 262 ha.

In the Acronyms and Definitions section, the definition of
Alternative Methods was amended as follows:
Alternative Methods –Various ways of carrying out the
preferred undertaking that are technically and
economically feasible. The Code of Practice: Preparing
and Reviewing Environmental Assessments in Ontario is the
source for this revised definition.
Expansion would not result in further land acquisition. The
following has been added to the Executive Summary to
provide clarification:

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Page 8, Section 2.2

Page 9, Section 2.3

Page 10, Section 3.1

6.

7.

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

5.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

As per Section 5.2.3 of the Codes of Practice: Preparing
and Reviewing Terms of Reference for Environmental
Assessments in Ontario, January 2014 (CoP), the ToR
document should include a statement that the proponent
will refine the purpose statement if required through the
planning process, and present the final statement in EA.

Although the ToR includes provisions for flexibility
regarding studies to be carried out, evaluation criteria and
how they may change in the EA, etc. The document
should also include a statement that the information
provided in the ToR sets out the minimum requirements
for the EA. The information presented in the ToR is
preliminary, and will be confirmed during the preparation
of the EA in consultation with the public, Indigenous
communities and government.

The ToR addresses climate change by explaining
mitigation measures with reference to the Climate Change
Mitigation and Low-carbon Economy Act, however,
adaptation measures are not mentioned in this section.

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

-2-

Please amend your ToR to include this statement, as
per the CoP.

Please amend the ToR to include a statement that
information presented in the ToR is preliminary and will
be confirmed during the preparation of the EA in
consultation with the public, Indigenous communities
and the government.

As per the CoP (Section 5.2.6 subsection Potential
Effects), please amend the section to also include
adaptive planning measures for the potential effects of
climate change on the undertaking.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

If required through the planning process, PWS will refine
the purpose statement and present the final statement in
EA.

The following sentence was added to Section 3.1:

The information presented in the ToR is preliminary and
will be confirmed during the preparation of the EA in
consultation with the public, Indigenous communities
and the government.

The EA will also consider how changing climate has the
potential to impact the Project and how adaptive
measures can be incorporated into the site design. This
will be explored, specifically as it relates to the potential
for extreme weather events to impact waste management
infrastructure through power outages, physical damage,
stormwater management systems and reduced access to
the site.
The following sentence was added to Section 2.3:

For clarity, the West mound is currently being filled and will
also continue to be filled into 2018.
The following was added to Section 2.2:

The approved capacity of the Infill Landfill is 689,000 m3.
Assuming a density of 1 t/m3 and 1.3M tonnes/year, it will
take approximately 6 months to fill the Infill Landfill.

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Page 13, Section 3.3

Pages 14 to 26, Section
4

11.

Page 13, Section 3.3

Page 12, Figure 7 in
Section 3.2.1)

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

10.

9.

8.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

As per Section 5.2.6 of the CoP, the ToR should include a
statement that the proponent will provide a final detailed
description in the EA.

The ToR states that the expansion will maintain the
current annual fill rate of 1.3 million tonnes; yet, the
residential service area is changing to all of Ontario. Can
you please explain how the change in service area is not
increasing/effecting your annual fill rate?

As per Section 5.2.4 of the CoP, the ToR should state that
the final description of the proposed undertaking and
rationale will be confirmed in the EA once alternatives
have been considered and evaluated.

It is not clear what Figure 7 is intended to demonstrate.
For the purpose of making the ToR readable and clear for
all public, Indigenous and agency reviewers, all
descriptions and figures should be easily understood.

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

-3-

Please amend Section 4 of your ToR to includes this
section as per the CoP.

Please describe why the change in service area does
not impact your current annual fill rate. Please include
this discussion/description in an amended ToR
document.

Please amend your ToR to include this statement, as
per the CoP.

Please amend this figure in the ToR to provide a more
detailed and clear explanation of what the figure is trying
to convey.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

The final detailed description of existing conditions will
be provided in the EA based on technical work that will
be completed as noted in Section 4.5 and in the technical
work plan summaries included in Appendix A.

It is noted that although the residential waste service
area is proposed to expand to all of Ontario, the intent is
to maintain the tonnage of waste received annually. As
per the current Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) for the Ridge Landfill, the annual fill rate at the
Ridge Landfill is 1.3 million tonnes. Thus, the purpose
expansion would increase the lifespan of the Ridge
Landfill beyond 2022 to 2041 and provide flexibility to
accept other waste within the annual fill rate should
current IC&I volumes to the site be reduced over the
future lifespan of the facility.
Following sentence added in Section 4.0:

The final description of the proposed undertaking and
rational of the project will be confirmed in the EA once
alternatives have been considered and evaluated.
Following text was added in Section 3.3:

As shown in Figure 7, the projected need for residual waste
disposal and the capacity to manage that waste are relatively
consistent until approximately 2022 when the Ridge Landfill
is currently expected to reach capacity and thus would be
closed. Following closure of the Ridge, there is a
significant drop in the available landfill capacity such
that sufficient capacity may not be available to meet the
projected waste disposal need for southern Ontario.
Following sentence added:

The legend in Figure 7 was revised and text (shown in bold)
was added to Section 3.2.1 to clarify the figure.

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Page 14 to 26, Section 4

Page 14 to 26, Section 4

Page 27, Section 5.1,
Table 2 & Supporting
Documentation 2:
Consideration of
Alternatives to the
Undertaking

13.

14.

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

12.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

As per section 5.2.5 of the CoP, the questions listed on
page 32 that are to be considered in the EA, are not
intended to be used by proponents to identify the preferred
alternative. Furthermore, this same section of the CoP
states that decisions that lead to focusing of alternatives
need to be documented and need to demonstrate the
consideration of key environmental factors, including
consultation. Page 36 of the CoP also states that should
the proponent chose to focus the alternatives, the
proponent needs to document the decision making
process that included consultation with interested persons
on the criteria and assessment to identify a more limited
scope of alternatives to and this is fully documented the
supporting documentation. The ToR nor Supporting
Documentation 2 does not sufficiently document the
decision making process used to focus alternatives to
Assessment. In addition, the alternative to evaluation
method did not list the criteria/indicators used and it did
not assess all impacts on the environment (heavily

As per section 5.2.6 of the CoP (page 40), the proponent
should also consider whether there could be
environmental effects resulting from effects of the proposal
combined with effects of other past and future
undertakings.

As per Section 5.2.6 of the CoP, the ToR should include a
list and brief description of the tools that will be used to
provide a more detailed description of the environment in
the EA. The CoP also states that the list should not
prevent the proponent from undertaking additional work in
the EA to support the description of the environment. This
intention should be made clear in the ToR. Although
Appendix A describes the work plans, this information
should be summarized in the actual ToR document.

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

-4-

Please provide additional supporting documentation to
support the ToR that the decision making process used
to focus the alternatives to considered consultation with
interested persons on the criteria and assessment to
identify a more limited scope of alternatives to.

Please amend this table to include both criteria and
indicators when assessing the alternatives ‘to’. Note that
all topics under the definition of the environment should
be included as criteria topics (i.e. natural environment,
where at a minimum, biology, and geology/hydrogeology
are examined, and socio-economic environment, where
agriculture, archaeology, land-use etc. are examined).
For further detail on the definition of the environment
please see section 5.2.6 of the CoP.

Please amend this section of your ToR to include a
commitment that the EA will consider environmental
effects of past and future undertakings as a result of this
proposal.

Please amend Section 4 of your ToR to include the
requirements to add a list and description of tools used
in the EA to describe the environment in detail. Also
include a statement that the list is not inclusive and may
require the proponent to undertake additional works, as
per section 5.2.6 of the CoP.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

Stakeholders had the opportunity to review and provide
input on the identification and evaluation of Alternatives
through two Open Houses held on May 3rd and June
28th and the review of the draft Terms of Reference.
Display material at both Open Houses included a panel
on alternatives to expansion. No comments on the
alternatives were received.

The following has been added to Section 2 of the Supporting
Document to explain the consultation on ‘Alternatives to’:

Section 5 of the TOR has been amended to provide clarity on
the evaluation of ‘Alternatives to’. In particular, evaluation
criteria and indicators reflecting the full definition of the
environment have been added and used to comparatively
evaluate the alternatives to considered. These changes are
also reflected in Supporting Document 2: Consideration of
Alternatives to the Undertaking.

The EA will consider environmental effects of past and
future undertakings as a result of this proposal.

Several technical studies will be conducted during the
EA to confirm existing environmental conditions,
support the evaluation of site development alternative
methods and to identify and mitigate potential effects.
The planned studies to be conducted during the EA
process are noted in Table 2 with further details included
in the technical work plan summaries provided in
Appendix A. These studies will inform the final
description of the environment which will be provided in
the EA. It is noted that additional studies may be
required. It is noted that additional studies may be
required.
Following sentence added in Section 4.0

A new section, Section 4.5, has been added with the
following introductory text:

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

17.

Page 35, Section 5.4.2.1

Table 4 criterion was not inclusive for all aspects of the
environment (i.e. geology, hydrogeology, and
surface/groundwater).
It would be helpful to the readers, if the ToR numbered the
alternative methods for landfill site developments, similar
to the alternative methods for resource recovery system
on pages 33 to 34.

Table 3 only looks at three criteria groups for alternative
methods for the Resource Recovery System and does not
provide sufficient rationale for why other criteria (i.e.
natural environment) are not considered. Furthermore, as
required in the CoP, each criterion should have one or
more indicators that will identify how the potential
environmental effects will be measured for each criterion.
The ToR should also state the potential data sources for
the criteria and indicators. This is not presented in Table 3
or in Table 4.

Page 34, Section 5.4.1.2, Section 5.2.7 of the CoP requires proponents to provide
Table 3
sufficient information about the criteria, indicators, and
methods. The ToR should also indicate how they were
Page 37, Section
developed to ensure that they are understood by the
5.4.2.2,
public so that they may be able to provide informed
comments.

16.

As per section 5.4.7 (page 44) of the CoP, the evaluation
process for alternative methods needs to include the
following:
Potential environmental effects;
Impact management measures;
Net effects;
Advantages/disadvantages
Step 3 of the alternative methods evaluation does not
state that the evaluation will assess the advantages and
disadvantages of the alternative method.

stressed the socio-economic aspect without addressing
the natural environment).

Page 31, Section 5.4

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

15.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

-5-

It is recommended for clarity and readability, the ToR be
amended to number the alternative methods for landfill
site developments.

Please amend Table 3 to include criteria, indicators and
data sources for all aspects of environment for
alternative methods for the Resource Recovery System.
Also discuss in detail how they were developed and
provide sufficient rationale for why other criteria are not
considered.

Please amend the ToR document to include a statement
that the evaluation method for will also assess the
advantages and disadvantages.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

It was clarified with MOECC that the site development
alternative methods were not numbered since the ToR
presented components of alternative methods rather than the
actual alternatives themselves. MOECC confirmed that
numbering the alternatives was presented as a suggestion.

In the Draft ToR it was noted that Table 3 and Table 4 only
included criteria that would help distinguish a difference
between alternatives. To address this comment we have
revised these tables to ensure they reflect all aspects of the
environment. Indicators and data sources have also been
added.

It was clarified with MOECC that the wording in the Draft
Terms of Reference relating to advantages and
disadvantages was sufficient. No change to the Terms of
Reference was required.

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Page 40, Section 6.1.1
and Section 4.0 of the
Record of Consultation

Pages 139 of 212,
Record of Consultation –
Appendix F

19.

20.

21.

Page 51, Section 7

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

18.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR
Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

In the review of the copies of correspondence sent to
Indigenous communities, it appears that Walpole Island
may have not received a letter dated April 18; however it
appears that they did receive a letter dated May 11.
Both Caldwell First Nation and Walpole First Nation had
requested face to face meetings on June 27th and June
28th, 2016.

This section of the ToR should also include a commitment
to make the draft EA available for public, Indigenous and
agency review and comment before the final EA is
submitted. At minimum the comment period should be 45
days.
Section 3.4 of the CoP, states that the ToR should identify
any Indigenous claims or interests potentially affected by
the undertaking during the development of the ToR.
There is no statement on the nature of the established
Indigenous or treaty right that were identified as potentially
being negatively impacted by the project.

-6-

Please provide a status of whether the meetings with
these two communities occurred and if so, please
provide an updated consultation record to reflect the
discussions as they relate to the EA process for the
proposed project.

Please confirm and provide a copy of correspondence
dated April 18th addressed to Walpole Island.

Please amend the ToR to include a statement on the
nature of the established Indigenous or treaty right and
identified as potentially being negatively impacted by the
project.

Although the ToR states that the EA will include a
Please amend Section 7 of the ToR to include the
comprehensive list of commitments made, it should also
commitments listed in the 3rd column.
include a statement that will describe where and how they
were addressed in the EA, as per the section 5.2.8 of the
CoP.
The CoP also requires proponents to include commitments
relating to documentation and correspondence.

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

The following text has been added to the Record of
Consultation to summarize the Indigenous community
meetings held. Meeting notes have been included in the
Record of Consultation Appendix F.
• June 27, 2016 meeting with Caldwell First Nations: An
overview of the Project was provided. The Caldwell
First Nation and PWS discussed the stormwater
management facility that would be sized during
detailed design phase of the project including the
controlled runoff of surface water into five ponds and
the treatment of water prior to release. Potential
sponsorship and employment opportunities for
Caldwell citizens were also discussed. Interest was

After a thorough review, it has been determined that the
project falls within the McKee Treaty (1790) and all
claims by area First Nations have either been dealt with
or have been surrendered at the time of treaty signing.
The existence of a Métis claim of rights in southwestern
Ontario has not met with any success in the courts.
A copy of correspondence dated April 18, 2016 addressed to
Walpole Island has been added to the Record of
Consultation Appendix.

The following sentence has been added to Section 6.1.1:

No change was made to the Terms of Reference.
Section 7 of the ToR was amended to add to the list of
commitments as shown in bold:
“Ongoing consultation with landfill neighbours and
stakeholders, agencies and Indigenous
communities.
Minimum of 45 days review and comment period
for public, Indigenous communities and agencies
for the draft EA document.
Documentation of all correspondence and input
received.

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Record of Consultation

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

Comments & Rationale

Although this documentation lists all interested persons,
stakeholders, and government agencies consulted during
the ToR development process, and it does not go one step
further to explain why they were identified.

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Please return this table in both PDF and Word formats.

22.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

-7-

Please amend the Record of Consultation to explain
how interested persons, stakeholders and government
agencies were identified.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

Section 2.1 of the Record of Consultation outlines how the
contact list was developed. It was confirmed with MOECC
that changes were not required to address this comment.

expressed in a tour of the Ridge Landfill.
• June 28, 2016 meeting with Walpole Island First Nation
(WIFN): An overview of the project was provided. WIFN
emphasized the importance of maintaining hunting
and fishing rights, as well as their interest in having a
partnership role in the project. WIFN noted that they
have some in-house data that could be used to assess
potential impacts from the Project. A representative
from the WIFN attended the second Open House on
June 28, 2016.

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s)
and page number(s)

Please provide an explanation of your
comments. Describe the rationale for why issue
of concern is important for EA purposes.
Identify if your issue of concern is related to the
EA or related to regulatory instruments, or both.

Rick Li, Senior Waste Engineer, EAB
1
Page 10, S. 3.2
With the passage of Waste Free Ontario Act,
Rational for the
and the Strategy to be implemented, the waste
proposed project,
diversion rate is expected to increase
and Supporting
substantially for the proposed project period.
Document 1 –
Therefore the projected diversion rates assumed
Needs/Opportunity
to forecast waste quantity shall be adjusted. In
Assessment
addition, the estimated available disposal
capacity does not include other major proposed
facilities currently in environmental approval
process (e.g., the Walker Southwestern Landfill
in Oxford County).

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

Comments & Rationale

-1-

The Needs/ Opportunity assessment shall
be updated with the consideration of the
newly passed Waste Free Ontario Act, and
to account for the available disposal
capacity that is currently in planning.

Please describe in detail what action you
recommended to address your
comments/concerns. Actions may include
but not limited to: amendments to the
document, information requests, proposed
commitments, future permits and approvals
etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Based on this comment and further discussion with MOECC on September 26th it is
understood that no specific diversion rates associated with the Waste-Free Ontario Act are
available at this time. The following changes have been made to the ToR to clarify the
rationale for the project and reflect that potential impact of the Waste-Free Ontario Act:
Clarification on the rationale for the project was provided in Section 3 of the ToR.
Specifically the following text was added and additional support for each point
provided: The Project is driven by two core needs:
o The need for PWS to continue to service its existing and future
customers; and
o The need for additional waste disposal capacity in Ontario.
Information on the anticipated disposal need was expanded to add consideration of the
high diversion scenario. This was shown on Figure 7 and text was added as shown in
bold.
o The moderate diversion scenario assumes that there will be moderate
residential and IC&I diversion rates (i.e. residential waste diversion will increase
from 44% in 2010 to 55% in 2041, whereas IC&I waste diversion will increase
from 11% to 35%). The high diversion scenario is likely more reflective of
implementation of the Waste-Free Ontario Act (i.e. a residential waste
diversion increase from 44% in 2010 to 65% in 2041, and IC&I waste
diversion increase from 11% to 60%).
The following sentence was added to clarify that the need for disposal was influenced
by decisions made regarding export: If the quantity of waste exported to the US
were to decrease, a dramatic increase in the need for waste disposal capacity in
Ontario could result.
The following sentence was added to reflect the potential for increased future
diversion: It is recognized that the actual amount of disposal capacity that will be
required for southern Ontario is dependent upon the level of diversion that is
achieved through new Regulations under the Waste-Free Ontario Act.

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments

Page 13, S 3.3
Description of the
Proposed Project

Page 32, S.5.4.1.1
Identification of
Resource recovery
system alternatives

3

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s)
and page number(s)

2

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

The proposed site expansion would maintain the
current annual fill rate of 1.3 million tonnes. It will
also add resource recovery at the site, which
would result in increase of the incoming waste
quantity. However the capacity for resource
recovery is not specified.
The resource recovery system alternatives lack
details as for the processes to be employed, as
well as the capacity, site area and location, etc.

Please provide an explanation of your
comments. Describe the rationale for why issue
of concern is important for EA purposes.
Identify if your issue of concern is related to the
EA or related to regulatory instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

-2-

Please clarify whether the quantity for
proposed resource recovery is included in
the total annual fill rate. In case the total
incoming waste rate is to increase, details
shall be included in public consultation and
traffic study.
The resource recovery system should be
more elaborated during the EA process.
Details regarding the capacity, the
processes, the locations and area should be
included.

Please describe in detail what action you
recommended to address your
comments/concerns. Actions may include
but not limited to: amendments to the
document, information requests, proposed
commitments, future permits and approvals
etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

It is anticipated that there will be other future resource recovery opportunities
resulting from the Waste-Free Ontario Act potentially including organics
composting, construction and demolition waste and other materials. Three systems
alternatives will be considered in the EA to accommodate additional resource
recovery opportunities that are technically feasible and economically viable for
PWS. These could be provided at the Ridge or at other PWS facilities. Decisions
regarding the implementation of future diversion facilities are contingent upon
customer needs and compatibility with existing operational facilities.

PWS is committed to the diversion of waste from disposal and as such plan to
include an expanded public drop-off area at the Ridge Landfill site to divert
additional recyclable materials. The public drop off could include materials such as
household hazardous waste, electronic wastes and other recyclable materials as
designated by the Province. PWS is also committed to continued collaboration with
the Ridge Landfill host community of Chatham-Kent to develop partnership
opportunities to support their municipal waste diversion targets. Chatham-Kent
currently operates eight (8) transfer stations that receive large item waste, regular
waste, recyclables, appliances, scrap metal, and electronics.

As noted above, the ToR has been revised to clarify that the EA will consider potential
resource recovery alternative methods at a systems level. In Section 5.2.1.1, the following
has been added to introduce the resource recovery alternative methods:

Based on discussion with MOECC on September 26th, it is understood that the MOECC
comment to include other proposed landfill facilities was offered as a suggestion. After
consideration PWS has elected to make no change to the ToR. It is our opinion that
including facilities in their planning stages would prejudge the approval process and thus
may not result in an accurate picture of available capacity. Including only approved
facilities provides a more conservative picture of the amount of available capacity.
The quantities associated with resource recovery are not included in the annual fill rate of
1.3 million tonnes. The ToR has been revised to clarify that the EA will consider potential
resource recovery alternative methods at a systems level (see comment 3 below).

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Appendix A
Technical work plan
summaries

5

For the preferred lateral landfill area expansion
option, it is indicated that the leachate collection
system would be connected to the existing
system on site. Since the leachate is currently
sent to municipality waste water treatment plant,
the long term capacity for leachate disposal
should be verified.
The Design and Operations Report should also
include components for Storm Water
Management and Site Traffic, although there will
be separate study reports for these disciplines.

Please provide an explanation of your
comments. Describe the rationale for why issue
of concern is important for EA purposes.
Identify if your issue of concern is related to the
EA or related to regulatory instruments, or both.

Please return this table in both PDF and Word formats.

Page 36, S.5.4.2.1
Identification of
Landfill site
development
alternative methods

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s)
and page number(s)

4

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

Comments & Rationale
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For a completed Design and Operations
report, Storm water management and site
traffic management should be included.

Please describe in detail what action you
recommended to address your
comments/concerns. Actions may include
but not limited to: amendments to the
document, information requests, proposed
commitments, future permits and approvals
etc.)
During the EA process, the options for long
term leachate disposal for the collected
leachate from the site should be assessed.

Proposed Action/Solution

An assessment of the existing leachate management system, including the
Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant and associated piping, will be undertaken to
confirm sufficient capacity for leachate management from an expanded landfill.
Stormwater management and site traffic management will be included in the Design and
Operations Report. Appendix A, Technical work plan summaries have been adjusted to
reflect this.

We confirm that long term leachate disposal including the capacity of the wastewater treatment
facility will be considered in the EA. The following sentence has been added to
Section 5.2.2.1:

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Provide the
specific
volume(s),
section(s) and
page number(s)

Proposed Action/Solution
Please describe in detail what action you recommended to
address your comments/concerns. Actions may include but
not limited to: amendments to the document, information
requests, proposed commitments, future permits and
approvals etc.)

Comments & Rationale

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

The potential removal of mature woodlots in a
municipality with low forest cover needs to be mentioned
in the T of R and carefully analyzed in the Environmental
Assessment Report, as the retention of mature woodlots
can play a role in capturing and storing carbon emissions
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Tammie Ryall, Environmental Planner/Regional EA Coordinator, Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning,
MOECC Southwestern Region
1.
Executive
The third paragraph states that the proposed Project
Amendments to paragraph 3, Executive Summary.
Summary, page
would see the Landfill Site Area increase from 262 ha to
vii
up to approximately 340 ha, allowing for an additional 26
million tonnes of capacity.
Although this statement may be factually correct, it is
somewhat confusing as it could be interpreted that the
landfill is proposed to be expanded into the surrounding
agricultural area. It is suggested that a sentence be
added to state that there is sufficient room on the 340 ha
Ridge Landfill property to accommodate an expansion.
2.
Section 3.3,
The first sentence states that PWS is proposing to
Amendments to Section 3.3.
Description of the expand the Ridge Landfill to meet the long term disposal
Proposed Project.
Similar to the comment above, it is suggested that a
statement be added that there is sufficient room on the
340 ha Ridge Landfill property to accommodate an
expansion.
3.
Section 4.4.1.1
The Environmental Assessment Report should describe
Changes to Section 4.4.1.1. of the T or R, or other appropriate
Biology
the low forest cover (4%) in the Municipality of Chatham- Section, to acknowledge that there is a low forest cover in the
Kent, as a whole. The Chatham-Kent Official Plan,
municipality as a whole and that the retention of the mature
Section 4.2, describes the low forest cover in the
woodlots needs to be carefully analysed in the EA process.
municipality. It states:

Comment
#

Reference to
ToR

Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments

economy, while continuing to serve its customers with full waste
management services, including opportunities that will evolve to
increase waste diversion to support the recently passed WasteFree Ontario Act. The proposed expansion can be
accommodated on the PWS-owned lands at the Ridge.
There are three woodlots located in the southwest,
southeast and northern portions of the property. An ecological
land classification study completed in 2015 identified seven
natural vegetation communities within these on-site woodlots.
All three woodlot areas primarily consist of deciduous trees.
The majority of the northern woodlot is dominated by
Acer xfreemani), White Elm (Ulmus
americana), Shagbark Hickory (Carya ovata) and Green Ash
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica). The southeast woodlot has a similar
composition, but with the inclusion of a small thicket area
dominated by Gray Dogwood (Cornus racemosa). The
southwest woodlot showed signs of impact by Emerald ash
bore (Agrilus planipennis) and is considered less robust than
the other two woodlots.
It is understood that forest cover in the Municipality is
considered low (4% of total land area) and is considerably

PWS is proposing to expand the Ridge Landfill to meet the long

The expanded Ridge Landfill would continue to provide longterm disposal capacity to serve the growing population and
economy in the province of Ontario. The proposed Project
would see the Landfill Site Area increase from 262 ha to up to
340 ha (the total area of PWS-owned lands at the Ridge),
allowing for an additional 26 million tonnes (30.6 million m3) of
capacity. The annual waste fill rate would remain the same at
1.3 million tonnes annually.

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR is shown in bold)

4.

Comment
#

Section 4.4.2.4,
Land Use, page
25.

Provide the
specific
volume(s),
section(s) and
page number(s)

Reference to
ToR

Section 4.4.2.4 should mention that there is an entire
Section of the Official Plan devoted to the Ridge Landfill
(Section 2.4.12) which includes policy direction on
expansion of an existing waste management use. In
addition, there is an agricultural buffer designation on a
portion of the Ridge landfill lands.

-2-

Amend Section 4.4.2.4 accordingly.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended to
address your comments/concerns. Actions may include but
not limited to: amendments to the document, information
requests, proposed commitments, future permits and
approvals etc.)

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

and thereby mitigate the effects of Climate Change.
The EA should consider if retention of the woodlots is
feasible.

Proposed Action/Solution

Comments & Rationale

The surrounding area is designated Agricultural, which permits

Portions of the site (the three woodlots) are regulated under the
Open Space Zone OS1-105 designation, which permits open
space, private recreational uses, forestry and fisheries,
conservation, and preservation of wildlife and fisheries.

Official Plan policies indicate that in order to seek
expansion of a landfill on lands under the above
designations, the operator must demonstrate, in a manner
satisfactory to the Municipality, that the design capacity of
the existing landfill site will be reached within 10 years.
This information was presented to the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent. Furthermore, any expansion of an existing
waste management use or establishment of a new use can
only take place on lands zoned to permit those uses.

Portions of Erieau Road, Drury Line and Communication Road
between Allison Line and Highway 401 fall under the Waste
Management Truck Route Official Plan land use designation,
also known as Ridge Landfill Truck Route in Official Plan
schedules.

specific to the ongoing operation, potential expansion and
closure of the Ridge Landfill. The Waste Fill Area falls under
the Waste Management Area land use designation, which
allows disposal of non-hazardous waste only. The current
landfill site area is bounded on three sides by lands under the
Agriculture/Buffer Area designation, which allows for
agriculture, farm-related industrial and farm-related commercial
uses and accessory uses. A small portion of the Ridge
Landfill site property is designated Agricultural.

The Ridge Landfill property is located in the community of
Harwich Township in the Chatham-Kent Official Plan. The

the primary pressure on such natural heritage features,
retention of mature woodlots will be carefully considered
during the EA process.

lower than Environment Canada guidelines (30%) as noted
in the Chatham Kent Official Plan. Although the

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR is shown in bold)

Provide the
specific
volume(s),
section(s) and
page number(s)

Section 5.4, page
31

General
Comment

Comment
#

5.

6.

Reference to
ToR

-3-

The ToR should reference the land use compatibility
Amend the ToR to reference the land use compatibility policies
policies of the Provincial Policy Statement and the
of the Provincial Policy Statement, and the D-4 Guideline.
-4. Guideline
Dcontrol in the periphery of landfill sites. The peripheral
areas to the landfill site deemed to be affected (such as a
Contaminant Attenuation Zone) may need to be identified
in the Official Plan. The existing agricultural buffer area in
the Official Plan may be related to land use compatibility.

The Terms of Reference should detail how the impact of
leachate from the expanded landfill site will be
studied/assessed. The ToR should include the commitment to
assess if the pipes and the Blenheim wastewater treatment
plant have the capacity to process further wastewater from the
expanded landfill, if piping the leachate to the Blenheim
wastewater treatment plan is the recommended approach.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended to
address your comments/concerns. Actions may include but
not limited to: amendments to the document, information
requests, proposed commitments, future permits and
approvals etc.)

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

The disposal of landfill leachate is not discussed in the
Terms of Reference. Minutes of the December 16, 2015
meeting with MOECC staff indicated that the leachate
from the existing facility is piped to the Blenheim
wastewater treatment plant. It is not known what the
capacity is of the pipes and wastewater treatment plant
to accommodate further wastewater from the expanded
landfill.

Proposed Action/Solution

Comments & Rationale

The Province has also developed a series of land use
policies specific to waste management uses. The
Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (the PPS) points out the
need for waste management systems of an appropriate
size and type to accommodate present and future
requirements, and facilitate, encourage and promote
reduction, reuse and recycling objectives. The PPS

Section 2.2.1 (Provincial Land Use Planning Policy)

Appendix A (Design & Operations Report)
The report will follow Ontario Regulation 232/98 and the Landfill
Standards published by the MOECC in January 2012. The
report will address the following key components:
Regulatory and approval requirements;
Estimated waste characteristics and quantities to be
accepted;
Site development plans and details, including limits and
contours;
Landfill capacity and soil balance;
Landfill development sequencing;
Leachate management, including an assessment of
the capacity of the existing Blenheim Waste Water
Treatment Plant;
Landfill gas management;
Design and operation assumptions for the Ridge Landfill
site;

An assessment of the existing leachate management
system, including the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment
Plant and associated piping, will be undertaken to confirm
sufficient capacity for leachate management from an
expanded landfill.

New waste cells would include a leachate collection system and
landfill gas management system that meets Ontario Regulation
232/98. The leachate collection system and landfill gas
management system would be connected to the existing
systems on-site.

typical agricultural and farming uses.

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR is shown in bold)

Provide the
specific
volume(s),
section(s) and
page number(s)

Please describe in detail what action you recommended to
address your comments/concerns. Actions may include but
not limited to: amendments to the document, information
requests, proposed commitments, future permits and
approvals etc.)

Please provide an explanation of your comments.
Describe the rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify if your issue of
concern is related to the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.
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Proposed Action/Solution

Comments & Rationale

Please return this table in both PDF and Word formats.

Comment
#

Reference to
ToR

The MOECC guidelines dictate that no land use may take
place within 30 m of the perimeter of the fill area, and that
land use be studied within 500 m of that perimeter (or
beyond in cases where significant impacts are expected to
be encountered at or beyond that distance). The impact
study areas are discussed in Section 4.3.

The MOECC provides guidance by way of the "D-4 Land
Use On or Near Landfills and Dumps" land use guidelines.
These guidelines apply to all proposals for land use on or
near any landfill which contains municipal solid waste,
industrial solid waste and/or sewage sludge. The
guidelines direct that several factors must be considered
when land use is proposed near an operating landfill site.
These include, but are not limited to, water contamination
by leachate, odour, litter, dust, noise, surface runoff and
landfill-generated gases. These will be considered as part
of the technical studies completed as part of the EA.

dictates that waste management systems be located and
designed in accordance with provincial legislation and
standards, and directs planning authorities to consider the
implications of development and land use patterns on
waste management and diversion.

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted
comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR is shown in bold)

Comments & Rationale

Provide the
specific volume(s),
section(s) and
page number(s)

Please return this table in both PDF and Word formats.

Comment
#

Please provide an explanation of your
comments. Describe the rationale for why
issue of concern is important for EA purposes.
Identify if your issue of concern is related to
the EA or related to regulatory instruments, or
both.
Enoch Tse, P.Eng, Senior Noise Engineer
1
General Noise
The draft ToR does not list the relevant noise
review
guidelines and documents that will be used to
prepare the noise assessment.

Reference to ToR
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4. Noise Report shall be prepared in accordance with the
following documents:
a. MOECC Publication NPC-233, "Information to be
Submitted for Approval of Stationary Sources of
Sound", October 1995, as amended; and
b. Supporting Information for the Preparation of an
Acoustic Assessment Report, Prepared by the Air and
Noise Unit, Environmental Assessment and Approvals
Branch, November 2003.

3. Operations Noise:
a. "Publication NPC-300" means the Ministry Publication
NPC-300, "Environmental Noise Guideline, Stationary
and Transportation Sources Approval and Planning,
Publication NPC-300", August, 2013, as amended.

2. Construction Vibration:
a. MOECC Publication NPC-

c. any applicable municipal noise by-laws.

b. MOECC Publication NPC-

1. Construction Noise:
a. MOECC Publication NPC-

The following documents need to be part of the operational and
construction requirements of the project:

Please describe in detail what action you recommended to address
your comments/concerns. Actions may include but not limited to:
amendments to the document, information requests, proposed
commitments, future permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments

For the construction phase of the project, the activities will
-115
(Construction Equipment), NPC-118 (Motorized
Conveyances) and NPC-207 (Impulsive Vibration in
Residential Buildings) and if required qualitative
assessments will be prepared.

If required, the report will also include a noise mitigation section
that will provide the details of the proposed noise mitigation plan
for the Ridge Landfill.

The report will be prepared in accordance with the MOECC
noise guideline publications NPC-300 - Environmental Noise
Guideline, Stationary and Transportation Sources
Approval and Planning, Publication (2013) MOECC noise
publication NPC-233, "Information to be Submitted for
Approval of Stationary Sources of Sound", (1995) and the
follow-up version (2003).

A stand-alone noise impact study will be prepared which will
include all the assumptions and considerations used in the
assessment as well as modelling results and findings of the
study.

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR shown in bold)
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Provide the
specific
volume(s),
section(s)
and page
number(s)

Please provide an explanation of
your comments. Describe the
rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify
if your issue of concern is related to
the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

Please describe in detail what
action you recommended to
address your
comments/concerns. Actions
may include but not limited to:
amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed
commitments, future permits and
approvals etc.)

1

Water
Assessment
(pages unnumbered.)

Technical
Work Plan
Summaries,

Section
4.4.1.3
Surface
Water, page
23 and

Creek via Duke, Howard, Lewis,
Scott and Gales drains. However,
biological and surface water
monitoring is not always proposed
on each of these drains. Also, at
times in the ToR, McDowell drain is
added to the list of drains to be
assessed. Due to these differences,
it is suggested that the rational for
monitoring (or lack thereof) on each
of these drains should be clarified.

It is noted that runoff from the

Surface water and biological
monitoring is proposed to be
completed on both on-site and offsite drains at the existing Ridge
Landfill site. The information
collected will summarize existing
conditions at the Landfill under
current approval. The results of the
data collection and field work will
then be used to provide guidance
for impact assessment and
mitigation when assessing the
preferred alternative. This is an
acceptable format and appears to
be in keeping with the purpose of a
Terms of Reference.

Proponent to make the changes
to Section 4.4.1.3 Surface Water,
page
provide a response to the
comments in the column to the
left.

Alison Munro, Surface Water Specialist, MOECC Southwestern Region

Comment
#

Reference to
ToR

Proposed Action/Solution

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR is shown in bold)
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Appendix A
The study area for the Surface Water Assessment will focus on the on-site Duke Drain, Howard Drain, and Scott
Drain (tributary to Howard Drain) but will also extend to the limits of the watershed boundary of the Howard, Scott,
Duke and McDowell Drains (for the purpose of hydrologic analyses). This will enable a more comprehensive
characterization of baseline conditions at a watershed scale to assist in the assessment of potential surface water
impacts.
A desktop review of background data will be completed to enable an understanding and synthesis of recently
completed studies and relevant supporting information. Field Investigations to characterize existing conditions will

Mussels are not included in the aquatic assessment, as mussels have not been observed within the watercourses in
the vicinity of the proposed landfill expansion site during previous investigations (i.e., 1997 EA and ongoing monitoring
activities). Furthermore, a review of available Species at Risk mapping does not show critical habitat for mussel
species within the watercourses in the vicinity of the landfill site.

Note

There are 5 existing ponds on the property that collect stormwater and a flood control facility that does not come into
contact with waste.

Surface runoff from the existing site and proposed landfill expansion area is primarily received by the Duke
Drain, Howard Drain, and Scott Drain (tributary of the Howard Drain). Flow rates in these watercourses are
variable throughout the year. Within the 1 km study area there are two other drains, the Lewis Drain and
Gales Drain, which do not receive flows from the site. A third drain within the 1 km study area, the McDowell
Drain, also does not receive direct flows from the site but is part of the Howard Drain watershed area.

within the on-site study area is considered poor resulting in high runoff characteristics.

Creek Subwatershed encompasses an area of approximately 380 km2 and outlets into the Thames River 3 km
upstream of Lake St. Clair.

Section 4.4.1.3

Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments

Provide the
specific
volume(s),
section(s)
and page
number(s)

It is recommended that surface
water quality monitoring for baseline
conditions should, at a minimum, be
completed for any parameter for
which they are currently sampling
under the current Approval.

There is reference to aquatic
biology monitoring on the site,
however it is only specific to fish. If
other aquatic species are present in
the drains (benthic invertebrates,
mussels etc.) that may require
impact assessment and mitigation,
they should also be considered in
the EA.

Please provide an explanation of
your comments. Describe the
rationale for why issue of concern is
important for EA purposes. Identify
if your issue of concern is related to
the EA or related to regulatory
instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

Please return this table in both PDF and Word formats.

Comment
#

Reference to
ToR

Please describe in detail what
action you recommended to
address your
comments/concerns. Actions
may include but not limited to:
amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed
commitments, future permits and
approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution
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Surface water quality investigations will be conducted in the Duke Drain, Howard Drain, and Scott Drain,
which transect the landfill site and, accordingly, represent the most appropriate watercourses to assess
potential effects related to the proposed landfill expansion. This methodology is consistent with the annual
monitoring program under the current approval.

Detailed surface water investigations will be undertaken to assess water quality and water quantity
considerations as well as habitat conditions (in cooperation with the biology discipline), in accordance with
the criteria outlined in the Landfill Standards: A Guideline on the Regulatory and Approval Requirements for
New or Expanding Landfilling Site (January 2012) document.
The investigations will include the following (note: only the first three bullets below apply to the McDowell
Drain):
Confirmation of overland flow routes, drainage boundaries and outlet locations;
Inventory of existing hydraulic structures (i.e., location, size, material);
Measurements of typical stream channel geometry (i.e., bottom width, side slopes, depth);
Climate and stream flow monitoring (initiated in the fall of 2015) to collect:
rainfall data and ambient temperature data;
water temperature and water levels data; and
stream flow gauging measurements.
Surface water quality sampling of indicator parameters such as temperature, suspended sediments,
inorganics, major ions, bacteria, trace organics and nutrients.
A benthic community inventory, including taxonomic sorting and identification of macro-invertebrates,
which will follow the Ontario Benthos Biomonitoring Network: Protocol Manual (January 2007).

focus on understanding existing flow conditions in the on-site drains under both high and low flow conditions.

Action Taken by Proponent
Actions taken/solutions implemented to address noted comments
(revised wording to be added to the ToR is shown in bold)

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

Please provide an explanation of your comments. Describe the
rationale for why issue of concern is important for EA purposes.
Identify if your issue of concern is related to the EA or related to
regulatory instruments, or both.

Comments & Rationale

If the authors feel that it is important to identify specific
investigation techniques, then it is recommended that further
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Whil
begin to address these themes, it is recommended that this be
expanded and moved to the top of the section so that the
layperson clearly understands the point of doing hydrogeological
investigations.

In place of the above, it is recommended that the ToR would be
more effective if it outlined the objective of the hydrogeological
assessment. In short, this would be to demonstrate that the site
can be constructed without causing an adverse effect to off-site
ground water. This would be achieved by characterizing the
existing hydrogeologic setting, understanding the impacts of the
existing landfill site, and then predicting the impacts that could be
expected if the landfill site is approved.

The ToR initially identifies several very specific field methods that
will be used during the hydrogeological investigation. However,
there is no explanation as to why these methods will be used
(e.g. conduct isotopic assessment at two wells, periodic
monitoring of water levels in wells). Further, this list is by no
means complete and it is too early to speculate as to which
specific field methods and data analyses will be necessary.

Mark Harris, P.Geo, Hydrogeologist, MOECC, Southwestern Region
1
The purpose of a ToR document is to guide the technical studies
Plan summaries,
that are to be completed in support of a formal EA. The current
ToR provides only a very preliminary overview of the types of
(pages un-numbered.)
hydrogeological investigations that are planned. This is not
unexpected given that it is currently a very early stage in the
process. The scope of technical studies will normally evolve over
time as more information becomes available. This is the nature of
scientific inquiry.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR

Proposed Action/Solution

provide a response to the comments in the column to the
left.

Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments

Please see Attachment 1 for changes to
Appendix A related to hydrogeology.

Note:
It is the intention of the proponent to
demonstrate that the preferred site development
alternative method can be constructed without
causing unacceptable off-site impacts to
groundwater resources in the Final EA
Document.

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address
noted comments

Action Taken by Proponent

Provide the specific
volume(s), section(s) and
page number(s)

Comments & Rationale

-2-

document would be able to demonstrate that the preferred
alternative can be constructed without causing unacceptable offsite impacts to ground water resources. If the proponent intends
to instead complete this evaluation after the final EA document is
prepared, this office should be consulted very early during the EA
process.

Regardless of the format or scope of the ToR, approval of a
waste disposal facility at this site will only be approved if
appropriate studies show that it can be done without
unacceptable impacts to ground water resources and function.
The proponent will be responsible for demonstrating that this is
the case, to the extent deemed necessary by the Ministry.

It is recommended that some discussion be provided about how
the broader ground water environment will be considered. The
site will need to be designed so that it can meet the
Reasonable Use Guideline. This protects ground water at the
property boundary, and thus, it should also protect any wells or
other ground water receptors that might exist beyond. The ToR
should clearly identify that these offsite receptors will be
considered during the EA study.

context be included as to why the methods are to be used. For
example, water levels will be measured in order to determine the
direction of ground water flow. Another example could be that
hydraulic conductivity testing will be conducted to help to
determine how leachate will migrate through the subsurface.
Other types of studies may be deemed necessary once the
preferred alternative is selected, and/or the results of initial data
collection are considered.

Please provide an explanation of your comments. Describe the
rationale for why issue of concern is important for EA purposes.
Identify if your issue of concern is related to the EA or related to
regulatory instruments, or both.

Please return this table in both PDF and Word formats.

Comment
#

Reference to ToR
Please describe in detail what action you recommended
to address your comments/concerns. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the document,
information requests, proposed commitments, future
permits and approvals etc.)

Proposed Action/Solution

Actions taken/solutions implemented to address
noted comments

Action Taken by Proponent
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Record of Consultation
Ridge Landfill EA Terms of Reference (Amended)
February 2017

Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change

Ministère de
de Action en matière de
changement climatique

Environmental Approvals
Branch

Direction des autorisations
environnementales

135 St. Clair Avenue West
1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

135, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Rez-de-chaussée
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tél :
416 314-8001
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

December 13, 2016
Paul Card, President
Battery Boy Starter & Alternator Ltd
131 Park Ave East
Chatham, ON
N7L 3V7
Dear Mr. Card:
Thank you for your letter of support dated December 9, 2016 on behalf of Battery Boy starter &
Alternator Ltd. regarding
Ridge Landfill Environmental Assessment project.
The Minister will be making his decision on the Terms of Reference in the near future. Your
name has been placed on the mailing list for all subsequent notices or orders associated with
this project.
Thank you for your interest in this Environmental Assessment.
Sincerely,

Cindy Batista
Special Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
c:

EA File No. 03-08-02 Ridge Landfill Expansion Project

2069 (2011/10)

Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change

Ministère de
de Action en matière de
changement climatique

Environmental Approvals
Branch

Direction des autorisations
environnementales

135 St. Clair Avenue West
1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

135, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Rez-de-chaussée
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tél :
416 314-8001
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

December 13, 2016
Gaele Mifflin, President
Blenheim & Community Senior Citizens Group
55 Jane Street
Blenheim, ON
N0P 1A0
P.O. Box 1621
Email: blenheim55@gmail.com
Dear Ms. Mifflin:
Thank you for your letter of support dated December 13, 2016 on behalf of the Blenheim &
Community Senior Citizens Group regarding
Reference for the Ridge Landfill Environmental Assessment project.
The Minister will be making his decision on the Terms of Reference in the near future. Your
name has been placed on the mailing list for all subsequent notices or orders associated with
this project.
Thank you for your interest in this Environmental Assessment.
Sincerely,

Cindy Batista
Special Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
c:

EA File No. 03-08-02 Ridge Landfill Expansion Project

2069 (2011/10)

Blenheim

Community Senior Citizens Group

519-676-3894

55 Jane Street, Box 1621 Blenheim On N0P 1A0

December 13, 2016

Ms. Cindy Batista,
Special Project Officer
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
Environmental Approvals Branch
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5
Email: Cindy.Batista@ontario.ca

Dear Ms. Batista,

On behalf of the Blenheim Seniors’ Centre, I’m writing to provide our support for Progressive Waste
Solutions as it seeks approval to proceed with an Environmental Assessment for its proposed expansion
of the Ridge Landfill.

Through the Ridge Landfill Trust, close to $1 million has been contributed to the building of the new
Seniors Centre facility in downtown Blenheim which now boasts a membership of over 600 persons — a
100% increase in 2016 alone. The Centre is a very important facility in our community in that it provides
numerous programs and services to residents. We consider Progressive Waste Solutions an exemplary
contributor to the socioeconomic vitality of the broader community.

Sincerely,

Gaele Mifflin
Gaele Mifflin
President

Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change

Ministère de
de Action en matière de
changement climatique

Environmental Approvals
Branch

Direction des autorisations
environnementales

135 St. Clair Avenue West
1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

135, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Rez-de-chaussée
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tél :
416 314-8001
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

November 29, 2016
Jerome Woynarski, Plant Manager
759 Wellington St.
Dresden, ON
N0P 1M0
Dear Mr. Woynarski:
Thank you for your letter of support dated November 28, 2016 on behalf of ConAgra Foods
Canada regarding Progressive Waste Solutions proposed Terms of Reference for the Ridge
Landfill Environmental Assessment project.
The Minister will be making his decision on the Terms of Reference in the near future. Your
name has been placed on the mailing list for all subsequent notices or orders associated with
this project.
Thank you for your interest in this Environmental Assessment.
Sincerely,

Cindy Batista
Special Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
c:

EA File No. 03-08-02 Ridge Landfill Expansion Project

2069 (2011/10)

December 8, 2016
Ms. Cindy Batista,
Special Project Officer
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change
Environmental Approvals Branch
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON, M4V 1P5
Email: Cindy.Batista@ontario.ca
Dear Ms. Batista,
I’m writing on behalf of Dacjor Aluminum Ltd to provide our support for the Ridge Landfill. Dajcor is a
local business that relies on Progressive Waste Solutions for waste collection and disposal services.
Having a long-term secure disposal option is important to maintaining our competitiveness. We employ
158 local persons who live in the community. The Ridge Landfill is an important part of the ChathamKent economy and a contributor to the socio-economic fabric of the community.
Sincerely,

Scott Barnes
Dajcor Aluminum Ltd
155 Irwin Street
Chatham, Ontario
N7M 0N5

Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change

Ministère de
de Action en matière de
changement climatique

Environmental Approvals
Branch

Direction des autorisations
environnementales

135 St. Clair Avenue West
1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

135, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Rez-de-chaussée
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tél :
416 314-8001
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

December 14, 2016
Scott Barnes
Dajcor Aluminum Ltd.
155 Irwin Street
Chatham, ON
N7M 0N5
Email: scott.barnes@dajcor.com
Dear Mr. Barnes:
Thank you for your letter of support dated December 8, 2016 on behalf of Dajcor Aluminum Ltd.
regarding
s of Reference for the Ridge Landfill
Environmental Assessment project.
The Minister will be making his decision on the Terms of Reference in the near future. Your
name has been placed on the mailing list for all subsequent notices or orders associated with
this project.
Thank you for your interest in this Environmental Assessment.
Sincerely,

Cindy Batista
Special Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
c:

EA File No. 03-08-02 Ridge Landfill Expansion Project

2069 (2011/10)

Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change

Ministère de
de Action en matière de
changement climatique

Environmental Approvals
Branch

Direction des autorisations
environnementales

135 St. Clair Avenue West
1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

135, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Rez-de-chaussée
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tél :
416 314-8001
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

December 1, 2016
Debbie Franklin, Executive Assistant
Greenfield Specialty Alcohols Inc.
540 Park Ave. East
Chatham, ON
N7M 5J4
Dear Ms. Franklin:
Thank you for your letter of support dated December 1, 2016 on behalf of GreenField Specialty
Alcohols Inc. regarding
Ridge Landfill Environmental Assessment project.
The Minister will be making his decision on the Terms of Reference in the near future. Your
name has been placed on the mailing list for all subsequent notices or orders associated with
this project.
Thank you for your interest in this Environmental Assessment.
Sincerely,

Cindy Batista
Special Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
c:

EA File No. 03-08-02 Ridge Landfill Expansion Project

2069 (2011/10)

Increased noise
Increased odour
Dust
Blowing garbage
Decreased property values
Decreased enjoyment of the outdoors
Increase of trucks past our house which is not on a truck
route. This is already happening. Have talked to landfill
representatives but did not get a return call for
an explanation.

Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference – Additional Comments Recieved

·
·
·
·
·
·
·

We are concerned about the expansion as it will bring the
landfill closer to our house. Issues are :

Additional Comments

Comment and Rationale

The procedure PWS took after the call, like other complaint
calls, was to record the complaint for submission in the
Ridge’s Annual Report to be provided as required to the

Regarding your comment on truck traffic, PWS requires
haulers to use the designated haul route. It is noted that the
designated haul route is for trucks coming from the north,
primarily from Highway 401. As discussed on the phone,
neighbours are encouraged to contact PWS about off-route
trucks and to gather as much information about the truck as
possible and as soon as practical to enable staff to either seek
out the truck or if enough information is provided to identify
the hauler and address the infraction.

It is recognized that maintaining property value is important
to residents. As part of its commitment to the local
community, PWS has a property value protection program in
place. The community benefits that PWS provides are based
on the potential impact of the landfill and this program will
be reviewed as part of the EA process once potential impacts
of the proposed expansion are known.

As part of the EA, PWS will be conducting a number of
studies including ones to assess the potential noise, dust,
blowing litter, visual and odour effects of the expansion and
the impact on residents in the vicinity of the site and their
ability to enjoy their property.

Response

Additional Comments Received - Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference

1

PWS continues to consider opportunities for additional waste
diversion through this EA process. Section 5.2.1 of the TOR
outlines the three waste diversion systems PWS will consider
to address future diversion opportunities such as organic
waste composting or anaerobic digestion, C&D waste and
new materials diversion. Alternative diversion systems will be
assessed using the evaluation criteria set out in Table 1B in
Appendix B of the Final TOR which will be refined through
public consultation as part of the EA process.

PWS recognizes that the materials it manages are valuable
resources that if diverted from disposal, could be beneficially
reused or recycled. As part of its commitment to
environmental sustainability, PWS works with their
customers to find at-source solutions for segregation of
wastes that have a beneficial end-use and will continue to
work with them to expand waste diversion programs. PWS
also supports corporate diversion programs, including any
corporate LEED initiatives for our clients.

The passing of the Waste-Free Ontario Act on June of 2016
and the December 2016 release for public review of the
accompanying Waste-Free Ontario Strategy, signals Ontario’s
focus on reducing waste. PWS is supportive of this provincial
initiative.

MOECC.

Response

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Job Creation and Resource Management
There are numerous opportunities to divert waste from
What if we were to create an organization like Habitat for
landfill that are appropriate at different scales.
Humanity where it is a one stop shop to bring all your odds and
ends of recyclable materials? And with that we could introduce As a component of PWS’ commitment to the diversion of

We produce too much garbage. Even with the introduction of
recycling and composting depots for yard waste, there still
seems to be an ever increasing steady stream of garbage that is
abandoned in landfill sites every day. This garbage does not go
away or decompose, instead off-gassing and leaching of less
than desirable components contaminates our air and land.
There seems to be a lack of communication between the landfill
site and the waste management companies, and from there not
enough communication or emphasis on the importance of
producing less waste.

Comment and Rationale

2

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

The PWS Chatham District provides IC&I waste and
recyclables collection as well as curbside collection services
for the Municipality of Chatham-Kent. Recyclables are
Garbage Receptacle Size
delivered to Chatham-Kent Recycling and PWS recently
Why do our garbage containers have to be so large? No one in
implemented an automated waste collection system which is
their right mind should be creating that much garbage every
supporting a one cart limit to the amount of waste that can
week, let alone a family of 4 or 5. Isn’t it crazy that we have a
be set out for disposal on a weekly basis. It is appreciated
paper recycling bin and a blue bin AND a garbage bin that could
that the carts are large. This generic size was selected to
probably fill the contents of five blue bins?
accommodate families of all sizes as well as participating
businesses in the curbside program. There is no requirement
We seriously need to think through our purchasing power as if it
to place the cart out on a weekly basis if the bin is not full.
were a vote that actually counts. Roughly 10% of the cost of an
item goes into the packaging. So if we were to remove the
The three bin system is necessary as there will always be
packaging, we save 10%.
residual waste for disposal after recycling initiatives have
been undertaken and the current processing facility that
receives recyclables is only equipped for the two-stream

PWS is also committed to continued collaboration with the
Ridge Landfill host community of Chatham-Kent to develop
partnership opportunities to support their municipal waste
diversion targets. As part of this effort, PWS will discuss your
suggestions along with other ideas with Chatham-Kent.

waste from disposal, Section 5.2.1 of the TOR notes the plan
to include an expanded public drop-off area at the Ridge
Landfill site to divert additional recyclable materials. The
public drop off could include materials such as household
hazardous waste, electronic wastes and other recyclable
materials as designated by the Province.

a composting section to assist with kitchen waste. Kitchen
waste seems to be the heaviest of all waste due to its water
content and would produce valuable soil for community
gardens or for sale. This could employ local people and make
use of one of the many unoccupied buildings in Chatham-Kent.

Another method that could have similar results would be to
have a spread in the local newspaper or flyer or Kijiji or
Facebook advertisement distributed a couple times a year
highlighting the various recycling programs located in ChathamKent. Everything from yard waste at the local depot and
compost to community gardens, to the battery recycling
program at Battery Boy and electronics recycling at the
warehouse on Grand Avenue could be mentioned.

Response

Comment and Rationale

3

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

Educating the public
We are not getting the message out to the public enough. There
is a lack of education and lack of thought about what we should
be telling the public about:
- The garbage they purchase
- How much packaging is involved
- How renewable the resource is
- What the real cost is of producing, disposing and managing
the waste
- What positive and negative externalities changing or
keeping with this behaviour will have on our health, but also
on our pocket books and the environment
- Not everyone follows the guidelines and standards of
proper waste disposal. There are many old schools of
thought to throw everything in one receptacle including
chemicals and other substances such as carcinogens that
leach into our soil and ground water
· The result is the same, but we need to focus in on different
income brackets to determine approaches in education

Comment and Rationale

As a private company providing waste management services
to customers, PWS works with their customers to find
diversion solutions and to support related educational
initiatives. As noted, PWS is committed to continued
collaboration with the Ridge Landfill host community of
Chatham-Kent to develop partnership opportunities to
support their municipal waste diversion targets. This effort
includes educational opportunities and supporting them in
their current waste reduction efforts and future programs
that will need to be implemented as the results of the
Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario.

One of the actions in the final draft of the provincial Strategy
for a Waste-Free Ontario, Building the Circular Economy (Dec
2016) is to establish promotion and education requirements
to support public participation in resource recovery.

It is recognized that a significant amount of the waste
produced is packaging. Reducing waste including packaging
and treating materials as resources are important elements
in the final draft of the provincial Strategy for a Waste-Free
Ontario, Building the Circular Economy (Dec 2016).

fibres and containers recycling system.

Response

4

-1-

The ministry previously commented on the evaluation of "Alternatives to" in the
ToR. It is the ministry's position that a reasonable range of "Alternatives to" the
undertaking were not identified. The "Alternatives to" the undertaking
considered in the amended ToR appear to be variations of landfilling alternatives
in addition to the "do nothing" alternative.
Other "Alternatives to" such as energy from waste technology or the
establishment of a material recovery facility, were not considered as part of a
"long list" of "Alternatives to".
The rationale as to why certain "Alternatives to" the undertaking are not feasible
and will not be carried forward in the EA should be discussed in the ToR.

Consideration of Alternatives To the Undertaking

The ministry is of the position that the rationale for the 30.6 million cubic metres
(m3) of additional waste disposal capacity over a 20-year planning period (2022
to 2041) should be re-examined. The amended ToR does not provide sufficient
justification for maintaining the current annual fill rate of 1.3 million tonnes
(approximately 1.5 million m3) for the 20-year planning period when residential
and IC&I waste diversion rates are anticipated to increase with the new Resource
Recovery and Circular Economy Act and Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario:
Building the Circular Economy. The Needs/Opportunity Assessment provided in
Supporting Document 1 of the amended ToR should be revised to account for
the additional waste disposal capacity from recently approved landfill
expansions, such as Niagara Region's Humberstone Landfill, when forecasting the
available waste disposal capacity in Southern Ontario from 2022 to 2041. In
addition, the amended ToR also does not provide adequate rationale for
proposing to expand the residential service area of the Ridge Landfill to all of
Ontario.

Needs and Opportunities Assessment

MOECC Letter – May 31, 2017

Comment

Supporting Document #1,
Section 2.
Supporting Document #1,
Section 4.
Supporting Document #1,
Section 3.
Supporting Document #1,
Section 5.

Reference

Supporting Document #2 – Alternatives to the
Supporting Document #2,
Undertaking (SD2) was revised as follows:
Section 2.
• Additional alternatives to have been
considered
• Reference to the 1997 EA has been removed

Supporting Document #1 –
Purpose/Opportunity Assessment (SD1) was
revised to:
• Provide rationale for the 20 year planning
period.
• Provide rationale for a maintained annual fill
rate of 1.3 million tonnes.
• Account for the additional disposal capacity
from recently approved landfills.
• Remove proposed expansion of the
residential service area from consideration in
this EA.

Response

Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment

1

The amended ToR proposes three impact study areas: an On-site Study Area, a 1km radius Off-site Study Area, and the Haul Route Study Area. However, the
rationales for the proposed study areas were not provided in the amended ToR.
The ministry is of the position that a broader, regional study area should be
developed to encompass all potential direct and indirect environmental effects
that could result from the undertaking which would include the residential areas
serviced by Progressive.
This regional study area could also be used in the assessment of cumulative
effects.
In addition, the ministry acknowledges that study areas for individual impact
assessments for each technical discipline can vary; however, the overall EA study
area should encompass all of the discipline-specific study areas.

Study Areas

During the draft ToR review stage, the ministry commented that the questions
listed in Section 5.2.6 of the Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing ToRs
for EAs in Ontario are to help proponents identify a reasonable range of
alternatives, but are not intended to be used by proponents to identify the
preferred alternative to bring forward into an EA by screening out all other
alternatives. Since the "Alternatives to" evaluation criteria listed in Table 1 of
Supporting Document 2 are mainly based on the screening questions from the
Code of Practice, these criteria and indicators are not specific enough to assess
the effects of the alternatives and the undertaking on the environment. Section
5.2.7 of the Code of Practice provides more specific examples of criteria,
indicators and data sources for the assessment of alternatives.

The Consideration of Alternatives to the Undertaking (Supporting Document 2)
indicates that the 1997 Ridge Landfill EA was used as the basis for limiting the
"Alternatives to" considered. As Progressive intends to carry out a new EA under
a different set of environmental conditions including regulatory and market
environments, the information from the 1997 EA and the conclusions made
should be verified to confirm if they are still valid as justification for focusing this
new EA on a landfill expansion for this site.

Comment

Reference

• The On-site Study Area includes the property
on which the current Ridge Landfill and
proposed expansion is situated.
• The Off-site Study Area encompasses the
area within one kilometre (1 km) of the
proposed fill area limits. The MOECC
Guideline D-4 Land Use on or Near Landfills
and Dumps identifies that the Ministry
considers the most significant impacts to be
typically within 500 m of the perimeter of a

Waste Connections has revised section 4.3 of
ToR section 4.3
the Terms of Reference to provide the following
description/rationale for the proposed study
areas:

Response

2

The ministry acknowledges that an assessment of the existing leachate
management system, including the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant and
associated piping will be undertaken to confirm sufficient capacity for leachate
management from an expanded landfill. However, the ToR should also include a
proposal to identify and assess in the EA, other long term leachate treatment
alternatives, in addition to the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant leachate
disposal option.

Reference

The Terms of Reference reflects that as part of ToR section 5.2.1.1
the EA, Waste Connections will review the
capacity of the off-site forcemain and the
Blenheim Wastewater Treatment Plant for
managing leachate. Other reasonable leachate
treatment alternatives will also be considered as
part of the impact assessment and mitigation
measures recommended for the preferred site
development Alternative Method.

fill area. To respect this guideline and be
conservative, a general 1 km off-site study
area was selected for this project. The 1 km
study area is deemed reasonable as any offsite effects have historically occurred within
that distance of the Ridge, demonstrated by
several decades of operating experience. The
1 km study area is a starting point; however,
Waste Connections acknowledges that some
technical disciplines will as appropriate
consider potential impacts extending beyond
this limit.
• The Haul Route Study Area encompasses
lands immediately adjacent to
Communication Road, Drury Line and Erieau
Road which are the existing designated haul
route for the site.
The socio-economic impact assessment will
assess potential effects within a regional study
area that includes communities in the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent.

Study areas, including discipline-specific study areas (e.g. air quality, socioeconomic etc.), proposed at the ToR stage should be refined during the EA
process in consultation with government agencies, Indigenous communities and
interested members of the public.

Leachate Treatment

Response

Comment

3

Section 5.3 of the amended ToR does not provide sufficient information on how
the cumulative effects assessment will be completed in the EA. The amended
ToR mentions that the cumulative effects of other existing and potential future
developments will be considered, but does not identify the types of cumulative
environmental effects that will be examined in the EA such as:
• Air
• Odour
• Noise
• Traffic
• Natural area (e.g. woodlots)
Please refer to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency's "Cumulative
Effects Assessment Practitioners Guide" (1999) for additional guidance.

Cumulative Effects Assessment

Part Ill of Ontario Regulation 232/98 specifies the requirement to report the
contaminating lifespan of a new landfill site or increase in the total waste
disposal volume of an existing landfill site. The EA should assess how landfill
expansion alternative methods would affect the contaminating lifespan of the
Ridge Landfill Site, with respect to contaminants involved in the subsurface
migration of landfill gas and leachate, compared to the existing landfill. Although
the EA does not need to provide details for landfill closure, the EA should
consider the impacts that landfill expansion would have on the environment
during all stages of the undertaking include closure/post-closure.

Contaminating Life Span

Comment

Reference

The following steps to more specifically describe ToR section 5.3
the process to undertake cumulative effects
assessment in the EA have been added to the
Terms of Reference:
1. Summarize potential future impacts from
the proposed expanded Ridge landfill (e.g.,
noise, odour, traffic related effects, etc.)
2. Identify other existing or probable
projects/activities that may be constructed
and/or operated in the planning period
within the project study areas.
Such projects will be determined through
discussion with the local municipality
(Planning Department) as well as through
input from project stakeholders.
3. The identified projects will be
characterized based on the potential for
effects including the timing, nature and
spatial extent of potential effects.
Characterization will be done using
available secondary source information.

ToR Appendix A (Hydrogeology) has been
ToR Appendix A
updated to reflect the approach to determining (Hydrogeology)
contaminating lifespan that will be undertaken
during the EA. This will include a qualitative
approach that includes consideration of waste
loading and the leachate generation rate.
Additional detail (and equation to be used) is
included in Appendix A.

Response

4

The ministry is satisfied that the air quality work plan in the amended ToR has
been revised based on ministry input. The ministry recommends additional
consultation with the Regional Air Quality Analyst for proposed air quality impact
assessments and during the development of any additional air quality monitoring
programs at the Ridge Landfill.
The ministry notes that there are components missing from the air quality
impact assessment work plan with respect to odour and greenhouse gas
emissions. The air quality impact assessment work plan does not provide a
methodology for determining future odour conditions and impacts to sensitive
receptors during the EA. The ToR should also provide a commitment to estimate
greenhouse gases emissions, in particular methane and carbon dioxide, that will
result from the continued operation of the Ridge Landfill and to identify
mitigation measures.
The methodology for the estimation of greenhouse gases that will be generated
from the landfill site should be included in the air quality work plan or as a
separate work plan in the ToR.
The ministry acknowledges that Progressive will be considering the effects of
greenhouse gas emissions from haul route truck traffic; however there is no
discussion in the amended ToR of how the greenhouse gas impacts (positive and
negative) of the enhanced diversion alternatives will be assessed.
As mentioned above, Progressive should include a work plan outlining how
greenhouse gas emissions and mitigation will be assessed in the EA.

Air Quality Assessments

Comment
Identify where there is potential for
impacts from the Ridge Landfill expansion
to overlap time/space with the effects of
other projects/activities.
For identified potential cumulative effects,
describe the nature and extent of these
possible effects and as appropriate
propose mitigation, impact management
and /or monitoring strategies to address
them.
Document results in the EA Report.

Reference

Subsequent comments regarding the EA Air
ToR Appendix A – Air
Quality scope of work was received from the
Quality
MOECC (see December 8, 2017 comments later
in this table). These and subsequent comments
have been clarified during conversations with
the MOECC Air Quality Specialist and are
addressed in Appendix A of the ToR (Air
Quality).

6.

5.

4.

Response

5

Response

Reference

The ToR approval process has a "time-out" provision that allows proponents to Waste Connections voluntarily withdrew its
amend the ToR if there are outstanding issues that require significant revisions. Terms of Reference on (August 14, 2017).
Progressive has already pursued this option to amend the ToR; however, the
ministry has identified several remaining deficiencies. The ministry encourages
proponents to withdraw the ToR if more than eight weeks are required to make
the necessary amendments to address outstanding issues to ensure a favourable
recommendation to the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change. Only
one "time-out" is permitted during the ToR process. As Progressive has already
taken a "time-out", the ministry is recommending that Progressive withdraw the
amended ToR to address the issues identified in this letter. Once withdrawn,
Progressive may resubmit a new ToR after the aforementioned issues have been
addressed. To withdraw from the ToR process, please provide a formal letter
addressed to the Director of the Environmental Approvals Branch that notifies
the ministry of Progressive's intent to withdraw the amended ToR.

Moving Forward
RoC Appendix G

Waste Connections is currently evaluating the
ToR section 5.2.1.1
potential for a biogas facility that would use
landfill gas from the Ridge. This facility would
not likely be located on the landfill site and may
or may not be owned by Waste Connections. It
In the amended ToR, Progressive states that it is planning to develop a biogas
facility to convert landfill gas into a pipeline quality natural gas, but the timing of is being considered independently of the
expansion of the landfill to proactively address
a future biogas facility has not been confirmed since the timing is based on
financial feasibility. The ministry is of the position that the assessment of landfill the landfill gas currently being generated at the
gas treatment or utilization alternatives and their feasibility can be completed as Ridge Landfill. Waste Connections will
incorporate an assessment of landfill gas
part of the EA. Please be advised that landfill gas/biogas power generation
treatment or utilization alternatives for the
projects are subject to the Electricity Projects Regulation (Ontario Regulation
expansion into the EA.
116/01) under the Environmental Assessment Act.

Due to the size of the Ridge Landfill Site, Progressive is encouraged to look at
ways to utilize landfill gas other than flaring. The ToR should outline how
Progressive will look at alternatives to minimize the release of greenhouse gases
from the Ridge Landfill in the EA.

Landfill Gas Utilization

Comment
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Response

Subsection 5.2.5 of the ministry’s Code of Practice also makes reference to
private sector proponents, stating that the “ministry recognizes that there may
be restrictions on some proponents that will limit the range of alternatives
examined. The proponent must provide justification in the terms of reference for
limiting the examination of alternatives.”

Determining a Reasonable Range of Alternatives
Waste Connections has prepared a focused
Terms of Reference. SD2 clarifies the
alternatives Waste Connections considered to
address the opportunity to continue to provide
disposal as part of an integrated waste

Supporting Document #2

As indicated in the revised SD1, the IC&I service Supporting Document #1,
area for an expanded Ridge Landfill is southern Section 1.
and central Ontario. The residential service area
is the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.

Supporting Document #1,
Section 5.

The ministry understands that Chatham-Kent’s residential solid waste represents Chatham-Kent’s future disposal needs have
of a small fraction of the total waste received at the Ridge Landfill. As part of the been confirmed and are reflected in SD1.
need/opportunity assessment, the ministry recommends that WCCC confirm
Chatham-Kent’s future waste disposal needs, taking into consideration
population growth within the municipality and waste diversion trends.

As for the four neighbouring counties of Elgin, Lambton, Middlesex and Essex,
the need for the Ridge Landfill to provide residential waste disposal service to
these four municipalities is unclear, since these municipalities have primary
disposal facilities that could possibly be expanded to provide additional waste
disposal capacity in the future.

Supporting Document #1,
Attachment C.

Reference

The ministry suggests that consideration be given to revising the opportunity
A third party independent market assessment
statement that speaks to seeking approval for an increase to the current capacity for southwestern and central Ontario has been
of the Ridge Landfill based on the determination that there is a potential
completed and is appended to the revised SD1.
economic benefit associated with addressing the predicted continued demand
for the disposal of solid, non-hazardous industrial residual material in Ontario;
and, that an increase to the current capacity of Ridge landfill would allow WCCC
to effectively address this economic opportunity.
To support this opportunity statement, the ministry recommends that WCCC
prepare an economic impact assessment/business case analysis as part of the
need/opportunity assessment that discusses the future role of the Ridge Landfill
in terms of the potential economic benefit associated with addressing the
predicted continued demand for the disposal of solid, non-hazardous IC&I
material beyond 2022.

Identifying the Problem or Opportunity

Waste Connections of Canada - Response to MOECC Comments – August 23, 2017

Comment
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management service to IC&I customers in
southern and central Ontario beyond 2021. SD2
also clearly explains why landfilling through an
expansion at Ridge is Waste Connections’
preferred way to fulfill the identified
opportunity.

Private proponents, therefore, have the option of preparing an environmental
assessment “focused” on the consideration of the “Alternative Methods”,
provided that sufficient rationale and supporting information are given in the
ToR for excluding certain “Alternatives To”.
This approach differs from the screening of “Alternatives To” mentioned above
to “scope” the range of alternatives that will be carried forward and considered
during the preparation of the environmental assessment. However, the
assessment approach used to support a “focused” environmental assessment
must be clear, logical and traceable so that anyone with the same information
could reach the same conclusion without any additional assumptions.

SD2 discusses thermal treatment and provides a Supporting Document #2,
rationale as to why it is not considered a
Attachment C
reasonable alternative to landfilling. It
concludes that thermal treatment will not be
carried forward into the EA.

Supporting Document #2,
Section 2

Reference

Alternative 4 Diversion. The ministry is supportive of WCCC’s proposal to prepare Information on Waste Connections diversion
Supporting Document #2
a supporting document to the ToR that describes the company’s current
activities has been included as Attachment A to Attachment A
diversion activities and ongoing system-wide initiatives to improve waste
Supporting Document #2.
diversion. This document can also include a discussion on how WCCC is working
with customers, including Chatham-Kent, to ensure diversion at the source of the
generated material takes place.

Alternative 3 Thermal Treatment/ Destruction by Waste Connections - as WCCC
disposes 1.3 million tonnes of waste per year at the Ridge Landfill; WCCC should
review whether thermal waste disposal technology is a reasonable alternative to
landfilling and provide supporting documentation on its feasibility based on
considerations such as types and quantities of waste received, in addition to cost
considerations.

Based on the ministry’s position that the opportunity that has prompted the
Waste Connections included the following
initiation of the environmental assessment process should be the economic
alternatives in SD2:
benefit associated with addressing the predicted continued demand for post1. Do nothing
diversion, solid, non-hazardous IC&I waste disposal capacity, it is reasonable to
2. Export Waste out of the Service Area
conclude that the “Alternatives To” available to WCCC will be those that increase
3. Thermal Treatment
the available capacity for the disposal of IC&I waste. Accordingly, WCCC should
4. Increased Waste Diversion
consider alternatives that can be demonstrated to reasonably address the
5. Landfilling within the Service Area
economic opportunity and are within the scope of its ability to implement in the
ToR.

Comments on the Proposed Alternatives to the Undertaking

Response

Comment
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Supporting Document #2 provides information Supporting Document #2
on Waste Connection owned properties. Based Section 2.5 and
on the size of the properties Waste Connections Attachment B
owns within the service area it is clear that the
Ridge Landfill is the only location large enough
for a landfill.

Alternative 6 Disposal at Waste Connections Landfill Site in Ontario
The ministry is supportive of WCCC’s proposal to prepare a supporting document
to examine if there is another WCCC-owned site that can be developed to
provide additional residual IC&I waste disposal capacity, and if this new site can
be a reasonable alternative to the Ridge Landfill. If a comparison of the Ridge
Landfill site with another site will be undertaken, the comparison should
consider site characteristics such as:
• land use
• archaeological/cultural heritage
• transportation and aviation

Supporting Document #2

Reference

Subsequent discussions with the MOECC have
resulted in the removal of this alternative from
Supporting Document #2. The alternatives that
are being carried forward in SD2 are as follows:
1. Do nothing
2. Export Waste out of the Service Area
3. Thermal Treatment
4. Increased Waste Diversion
5. Landfilling within the Service Area

Response

Alternative 5 Disposal at Third Party Landfill Site in Ontario
When considering the waste export alternative(s), the ministry recommends that
WCCC identify other third-party waste disposal facilities within its service area
and provide supporting information on haulage distances and costs per tonne in
its economic impact assessment/business case analysis to explain whether waste
export is a reasonable alternative for meeting the economic opportunity that
prompted the initiation of environmental assessment process. Inclusion of
additional supporting information in the ToR, such as an estimation of the
greenhouse gas emissions that would result from the closure of the Ridge
Landfill, would to further support the rationale for expanding the existing landfill.

In the spirit of the new Waste-Free Ontario Act that sets goals to increase
diversion in Ontario, WCCC should commit in the ToR to review the feasibility of
on-site diversion system alternatives during the environmental assessment.

The ToR should also highlight the measures that WCCC implements to ensure
that the waste received for disposal at the Ridge Landfill is only post-diversion
waste.

WCCC should explain in the ToR whether increased waste diversion is a possible
alternative for meeting the economic opportunity that prompted the initiation of
environmental assessment process.

This supporting document should summarize the quantities of waste that WCCC
is diverting from landfill and well as new resource recovery programs and
projects being planned based on new business opportunities.

Comment
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terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems
geology/hydrogeology
design and operations
social environment

Response

SD1 has been revised to quantify the waste
Supporting Document #1
disposal opportunity based on historic
quantities of waste diverted and disposed of by
Waste Connections.

An economic assessment has been completed
Supporting Document #1,
by an independent third party. The market
Attachment C.
assessment of central and southwestern Ontario
is appended to SD1.

The ministry suggested in a memo to WCCC dated August 23, 2017 that
consideration be given to revising the opportunity statement for the
Environmental Assessment (EA) that speaks to seeking approval for an increase
to the current capacity of the Ridge Landfill based on the determination that
there is a potential economic benefit associated with addressing the predicted
continued demand for the disposal of solid, non-hazardous residual IC&I material
in Ontario; and, that an increase to the current capacity of Ridge Landfill would
allow WCCC to effectively address this economic opportunity.
The ministry also recommended that WCCC prepare a business case analysis and
economic impact assessment that discusses the future role of the Ridge Landfill
in terms of the potential economic benefit associated with addressing the
predicted continued demand for the disposal of solid, non-hazardous IC&I
material beyond 2022. At the meeting with WCCC on August 22, 2017, the
ministry referenced an example of such economic impact analysis completed in
support of a focused EA ToR for the expansion of the Terrapure Stoney Creek
Regional Facility. An economic impact analysis was not included with the Ridge
Landfill ToR’s draft Supporting Document 1.

Reference

The draft Supporting Document 1 highlights a gap in the projected available
waste disposal capacity and the predicted waste generation amounts from the
Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (IC&I) sector in the primary service area
from 2022 to 2041, but does not adequately quantify what the waste disposal
opportunity (e.g. in tonnes or cubic metres) for the Ridge Landfill based on an
analysis on historical quantities of waste diverted and disposed by WCCC.

General

Waste Connections of Canada - Response to MOECC Comments – October 4, 2017

•
•
•
•

Comment
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Section 1.1 should provide an overview of each component of WCCC’s integrated SD2 provides information on Waste Connections Supporting Document #2,
IC&I waste collection, recycling, transfer and disposal system, and specify the
existing diversion activities including the amount Attachment A
quantities of waste that is currently being diverted and processed by WCCC’s
of waste diverted from disposal.
recycling facilities, in addition to the amount of residual waste that is being
disposed at the Ridge Landfill or at other waste disposal facilities. Page 9 states
that the throughput capacity of the transfer stations in the primary service area
is approximately 2,000,000 tonnes per year and that WCCC is able to receive and
transfer significantly more than the approved annual capacity of the Ridge
Landfill through its own transfer station network alone. It is not described in this
section how much of this waste is recycled and how much waste is redirected to
other disposal facilities.

Supporting Document #1

Based on subsequent discussions with the
MOECC regarding SD1 in December, 2017, SD1
has been revised.

The discussion on the export of IC&I waste to Michigan and New York State
would benefit from additional supporting information. For example, page 4
states that long distance transportation of Ontario’s commercial waste to
Michigan and New York disposal facilities contributes additional greenhouse gas
emissions. The greenhouse gas emission impacts resulting from waste transport
to other facilities can be quantified and compared with greenhouse gas
emissions for waste transport to the Ridge Landfill.

Reference

Supporting Document #1 has been revised to
Supporting Document #1,
focus on the purpose and opportunity for Waste Section 1
Connections to continue to provide integrated
waste management services to IC&I customers
in southern and central Ontario for the 20 year
planning period beyond 2021.

Response

Section 1 outlines the four steps undertaken to determine the gap in IC&I waste
disposal capacity within the Ridge Landfill’s primary service area (southern and
central Ontario) from 2022 to 2041. Although this analysis provides a high level
understanding of southern and central Ontario’s IC&I waste disposal needs and
context, it does not specifically define what the waste disposal opportunity (IC&I
and residential) is at the Ridge Landfill. Additional detailed analysis is needed
that considers trends in the quantity of IC&I and residential waste disposed at
the Ridge Landfill, as well as the role of other large private and municipal landfills
within the primary service that also compete for IC&I waste. This type of waste
management opportunity assessment was completed as part of BFI’s 1997 Ridge
Landfill EA and can be applied the draft Supporting Document 1 to further define
the Ridge Landfill waste disposal opportunity from 2022 to 2041.

Section 1.0 Introduction

Comment
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Response

Reference

As discussed at the last meeting between WCCC and the ministry on August 22,
2017, the ministry suggested that WCCC conduct a business case analysis to
identify the potential economic benefit associated with addressing the predicted
continued demand for the disposal of solid, non-hazardous residual waste in
Ontario, and use this opportunity as the basis for initiating the EA process to
expand the Ridge Landfill.

Section 4.0 IC&I Waste Disposal Problem/Opportunity

At a meeting with WCCC and Dillon Consulting on June 21, 2017, the ministry
suggested that Supporting Document 1 provide a description of the regional
waste disposal context that considers the status of large landfills and proposed
landfills in the areas served by the Ridge Landfill.
Section 3.0 provides a table with the status of large private landfills based on the
2011 reporting year and does not include municipal landfills. Current information
(e.g. 2016 reporting year) from private and municipal landfills within the Ridge
Landfill’s primary service area should be used to forecast future available waste
disposal capacity.

Section 3.0 Major IC&I Disposal Facilities
Supporting Document #1,
Section 2

An economic benefits analysis has been
Supporting Document #1,
Attachment C
completed; a third party independent market
assessment for Southwestern and Central
Ontario was undertaken to also address this and
appended to SD1.

The service area has been defined as southern
and central Ontario for IC&I waste and for the
Municipality of Chatham-Kent only for
residential waste.

SD1 has been revised to describe the regional
waste context and status of large landfills and
proposed landfills in the service area.

Paragraphs 9 through 11 in Section 1.1 provide a high level overview of the
The economic and social impact of the Ridge
Supporting Document #1,
economic and environmental benefits of the Ridge Landfill. The economic and
Landfill has been described as part of a market Attachment C
social impact of the Ridge Landfill would be better described in an economic
assessment for central and southwestern
impact assessment which the ministry recommended in the memo dated August Ontario. This market assessment is appended to
23, 2017. Information on the benefits of the landfill with respect to the natural
the SD1.
environment should be provided in Supporting Document 2 (Alternatives
The reference to the March 2017 report has
Evaluation) when describing the Ridge Landfill compared to alternative/other
been removed.
sites.
Paragraph 12 on page 9 references a “State of the Science Review of Landfill
Siting and Site Characterization and Risk in Relation to Landfills” prepared by
Dillon Consulting (March 2017). Please remove references to this report as it is a
desktop knowledge gap analysis on the siting of landfills sites with advice to the
government, and is not intended for use as ministry technical guidance material
or be considered as government policy.

Comment
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Response

There is no longer a secondary residential waste
service area.

Chatham-Kent’s future residential waste
disposal needs given population growth
projections and waste diversion trends have
been added to SD1.

In Section 5.0, WCCC states a preference to provide emergency waste disposal
The service area has been revised to include
services to Chatham-Kent’s four neigbouring counties of Elgin, Lambton,
residential waste from Chatham-Kent only.
Middlesex and Essex. As these municipalities have primary disposal facilities that
can be expanded to provide additional waste disposal capacity in the future,
WCCC will need to provide adequate rationale with supporting information to
justify this request. WCCC will need to quantify the volumes of residual
residential waste from these four counties currently being disposed at the Ridge
Landfill, and forecast what these waste disposal quantities will be from 2022 to
2041.

In the ministry’s August 23, 2017 memo, the ministry recommended that WCCC
confirm Chatham-Kent’s future residential waste disposal needs taking into
consideration population growth within the municipality and waste diversion
trends. This information was not included in Section 5.0 of the draft Supporting
Document 1. A figure showing WCCC’s primary and secondary residential waste
service areas should also be included in Section 5.0.

Section 5.0 Residential Waste Disposal Opportunity

Defining the business opportunity will assist WCCC in focusing the EA on the
The business opportunity has been defined.
expansion of the Ridge Landfill site more effectively than employing a problem
statement that suggests that the Ridge Landfill is needed to address a widening
gap between predicted waste generation rates and the available waste disposal
capacity in Ontario. Municipal waste management proponents address a
problem or need as they are required to provide waste disposal services to its
residents. However, private waste management proponents typically address an
economic opportunity as a result of a demand for waste disposal services. Even if
there is a future predicted gap between waste generation rates and the available
waste disposal capacity in southern and central Ontario, it does not necessarily
mean that WCCC and the Ridge Landfill is required to fulfill this need.

Comment

Supporting Document #1,
Section 1

Supporting Document #1,
Attachment E

Reference
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The economic analysis completed illustrates the
socio-economic benefits of the Ridge Landfill.

The economic analysis completed focuses on
the business opportunity.

Response

Supporting Document #1,
Attachment C

Reference

Section 1.0, page 1, fifth paragraph
SD#1 mentions that Waste Connections is prepared to reduce the IC&I and

Reference to “proposed service area” or
“primary service area” has been revised to

Section 1.0, page 1, first paragraph
Supporting Document #1 has been revised to
Section 1.1, page 8, fourth paragraph
reflect these recommendations.
Section 4.1, page 17, first and third paragraphs
This section mentions that the “Ridge has received two prior approvals under the
Ontario Environmental Assessment Act”. The Environmental Screening Process is
a self-assessment process that does not require Environmental Assessment Act
approval by the ministry. This process falls under Regulation 101/07 made under
the Environmental Assessment Act (EA Act). The application to amend the annual
disposal rate in the existing Environmental Compliance Approval for the Ridge
Landfill Site was made under the Environmental Protection Act.
Text edits are required to reflect that:
• an environmental assessment (EA) was completed in 1997 by the previous
owner BFI Canada to expand the Ridge to provide additional waste disposal
capacity over a 20 year period.
• EA Act approval was obtained in 1998 and the fill area was expanded in 2000.
• an Environmental Screening Process was completed in 2012 to allow an
increase to the annual tonnage received at the Ridge from 899,000 to
1,300,000 tonnes, but the approved site capacity remained the same.

Supporting Document #1

Supporting Document #1,
Section 1.

Waste Connections of Canada - Response to MOECC Comments on Supporting Document 1 (Purpose/Opportunity Assessment) – December 4, 2017

Order to provide sufficient justification, Supporting Document 1 should focus on
the business opportunity for addressing the predicted continued demand for the
disposal of solid, non-hazardous waste in Ontario, and identify the quantity and
type of post-diversion solid, non-hazardous waste that WCCC can reasonable
expect to contract for disposal at the Ridge Landfill over a 20-year period. The
ministry also requests that WCCC complete and economic impact analysis to
illustrate the socio-economic benefits of the Ridge Landfill.

Conclusion

Comment
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Response

Section 1.1, page 6, Figure 3
Section 1.1 discusses Waste Connections’ collection, processing and transfer
facilities, but these facilities are not distinguishable in Figure 3. Use different
symbols to distinguish between collection, processing/recycling, and transfer
station sites in Figure 3.

Figure 3 has been updated

Supporting Document #1 has been revised to
Section 1.0, page 1, fourth paragraph
address these comments.
Section 1.0, page 3, last paragraph
Section 4.1, page 17, second paragraph
Section 4.2, pages 20-21
SD#1 has assumed that it is provincial and social objective to ensure that there is
adequate long term capacity in Ontario to manage IC&I waste generated in this
province, and that it is unwise to continue relying on IC&I waste export to the
United States. Although the word “moral” from the September 2017 draft has
been replaced with the word “social”, this type of language is not consistent with
MOECC’s recommendation to present Waste Connection’s business case for
continuing to provide waste disposal services at the Ridge Landfill in SD#1.
Section 4.1 also states that it is an untenable and undesirable situation for
Ontario to continue to rely on another country to disposal of a significant
proportion of the commercial waste generated in the province going forward.
Please remove this type of language from SD#1.

residential services areas of the Ridge Landfill. Figure 1 shows a “proposed” IC&I “service area” throughout.
service area covering central to southern Ontario IC&I.
This area was understood to be the Ridge Landfill’s primary service area in the
September 2017 version of SD#1. One of the purposes of SD#1 is to illustrate the
demand for residual IC&I waste disposal services within the Ridge Landfill’s
service area over the next 20 years; therefore, the discussion of service area
modifications appears to be premature.
Rename the “proposed IC&I service area” to primary IC&I service area or IC&I
disposal study area throughout SD#1. If IC&I and residential service areas will be
examined/confirmed in the EA, this should be a stated as a commitment in the
Terms of Reference.

Comment

Supporting Document #1,
Figure 3

Supporting Document #1

Reference
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Response

Supporting Document #1 has been revised and
this information is presented in Figure 6.
Supporting data for the projections is found in
Attachment D.

Figure 7 has been updated accordingly.
Section 3.2, page 15, Table 3
Table 3 lists proposed new waste disposal facilities and expansions. Annual
disposal rates in tonnes per year are listed in the table as opposed to the waste
disposal capacity (volume in cubic metres or amount in tonnes) for which
approval is being sought.
The potential available capacity from proposed landfill expansions and new
facilities (excluding the Ridge Landfill) should be added to the graph in Figure 7
to show what new residual IC&I waste disposal capacity may appear over the
planning period.
Please include a dashed line in Figure 7 that illustrates the potential additional
waste disposal capacity (volume in cubic metres or amount in tonnes) that could
result from the proposed Walker Environmental Southwestern Landfill and
expansions (excluding the Ridge Landfill).

Section 3.1, page 15, Figure 7
As discussed at the October 25, 2017 meeting, this graph should show the
remaining disposal capacity (volume in cubic metres or amount in tonnes) at the
major existing waste disposal sites within the Ridge Landfill’s (primary) service
area over the planning period. Remaining disposal capacity within the service
area will gradually decline in the absence of further landfill expansions and new
waste disposal facility proposals.
Please revise the graph to show a projection of the anticipated remaining
disposal capacity (volume in cubic metres or amount in tonnes) at the major
landfill sites listed in Table 2 in over the 2022-2041 planning period using data
obtained from the MOECC. Supporting data used for these projections and
graphs should be included as appendices.

This information has been included in the
Section 2.2, page 13, Figure 6
Please append the residual IC&I waste forecast data used to generate this figure revised Supporting Document #1.
to SD#1.
Please include IC&I waste forecast numbers for the three diversion scenarios in
the appendices.

Comment

Supporting Document #1,
Figure 7

Supporting Document #1,
Figure 6 and Appendix D

Supporting Document #1,
Attachment D

Reference
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Supporting Document #1,
Section 4.

Supporting Document #1,
Section 4

Supporting Document #1,
Attachment C

This has been updated throughout.
Section 4.0, throughout
There are references to an “annual capacity limit” throughout this section. The
correct term should be annual disposal rate. Please note that increases in annual
waste disposal rates can result in the waste disposal facility reaching its approved
capacity earlier than planned.
Change “annual capacity limit” to “annual disposal rate” throughout section 4.0.

This text has been removed.
Section 4.1, page 17, second paragraph
This paragraph implies that all landfill expansion and new proposals need to be
approved. The purpose of SD#1 is to show that there is a continued demand for
residual IC&I waste disposal in the Ridge Landfill’s service area from 2022-2041
and to identify the business opportunity for Waste Connections to expand the
Ridge Landfill.
Please remove text in this paragraph that is unrelated to the business
opportunity for Waste Connections to continue providing residual waste disposal
services at the Ridge Landfill from 2022-2041.

This has been addressed in the revised
Section 4.1, page 18, second paragraph
economic analysis.
At the of October 25, 2017, MOECC requested that Waste Connections discuss
how the annual disposal rate of 1.3 million tonnes will change with the
implementation of the Waste-Free Ontario Act and Strategy and to provide an
estimate of what the annual disposal rate would be in 10 or 20 years. The BFI
1997 EA provided an estimate of the IC&I waste disposal opportunity anticipated
at the Ridge Landfill for the year 2011.
The economic analysis provided in Attachment A states that the results of the
1996 waste opportunity assessment that formed part of the 1997 EA is valid

Reference
Supporting Document #1,
Figure 8

Response

Figure 8 has been updated accordingly.
Section 4.1, page 16, Figure 8
Please note that the approved annual waste disposal rate (tonnes/year) is not
synonymous with the approved landfill capacity (volume in cubic metres or
amount in tonnes).
Correct references to “permitted capacity” in the legend of Figure 8 to approved
annual waste disposal rate.

Comment
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Supporting Document #1,
Figure 10

Graphs have been updated per MOECC
Section 4.2, page 20, Figure 10
comments.
To show that there is an opportunity for Waste Connections to provide
additional residual IC&I waste disposal capacity at the Ridge Landfill, the planned
capacity at the Ridge Landfill should not be included in the graph. It is unclear if
the proposed additional capacity at the Ridge Landfill was plotted in Figure 10
since supporting data was not provided in the appendices. The “existing
approved plus planned capacity” line exceeds the “projected residual waste
quantities” line between 2025 and 2036. The graph currently shows that there
will be an excess of disposal capacity between 2025 and 2036 if all proposed

Supporting Document #1,
Attachment C

Reference

Supporting Document #1,
Figures 7 and 9

Appendices have been added and the graphs
have been modified as per MOECC comments.

Response

Figures 7 and 9 have been updated.
Section 4.2, page 19, Figure 9.
Figure 9 is a combination of the “base case scenario” of projected residual IC&I
waste amounts shown in Figure 6, and Figure 7 which shows the available waste
disposal capacity within the (primary) service area from 2022-2041. Comments
#7 and #8 explain the necessary modifications to Figure 7 with respect to plotting
the remaining capacity at the major waste disposal sites within the service area
during the 20 year planning period.
Please modify Figure 9 based on revisions to Figure 7.

Section 4.1, page 18, third paragraph
Attachment A (The Economic Analysis of the Market for IC&I Waste in Central
and Southwestern Ontario) is noted as a third party, independent economic
analysis; however, it relies on results from draft SD#1.
Please refer to the proposed action for comment #14.

today and supports the proposition that Ridge Landfill will be able to fulfill and
maintain the current 1.3 million tonnes per year annual disposal rate. However,
there is insufficient information in Attachment A to support this claim.
Provide an objective estimate of the residual IC&I waste (waste disposal
opportunity) that can be reasonably contracted at the Ridge Landfill from 20222041 with detailed supporting information.
If this analysis cannot be completed at this time, a commitment should be made
in the Terms of Reference to confirm the waste disposal opportunity at the
beginning of the EA.

Comment
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Reference

Section 5 has been updated to reflect residential Supporting Document #1
waste generation and diversion projections for Section 5 and Attachment
the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.
E

Response

Supporting Document #2 has been revised. This Supporting Document #2,
Section 1.0, and throughout document
comment has been addressed.
section 1
This introduction speaks of the problems that would result if the Ridge Landfill
were to close and of the superior environmental setting of the landfill. There is
also reference to SD#1 that states that there is a need and opportunity for the
Ridge Landfill to continue to provide disposal capacity with and without any or all
of the other proposed new and expanded facilities that are currently under
consideration.
As mentioned in the MOECC’s December 4, 2017 comments on SD#1, please
remove text in the document that is unrelated to the business opportunity for
Waste Connections. The introduction should instead clearly state the business
opportunity identified by Waste Connections and the purpose of initiating an
environmental assessment.
Please revise the introduction to:
• indicate that the Ridge Landfill is nearing
• capacity
• state that Waste Connections has identified a
• business opportunity to expand the Ridge Landfill
• explain that Waste Connections is proposing to undertake and environmental
assessment to secure additional residual waste disposal capacity in order to

Waste Connections of Canada - Response to MOECC Comments on Supporting Document 2 (Alternatives to the Undertaking) –
December 8, 2017

Section 5.0, page 22, Table 4
Table 4 shows the historical quantities of residential waste generated and
diverted in Chatham-Kent from 2006 to 2015. The table should also include
residential waste generation and diversion projections for the municipality from
2021 to 2041.
Add residential waste generation and diversion projections for Chatham-Kent
over the 20 year planning period to Table 4.

expansions and new landfills are approved.
Please provide supporting data for Figure 10 in the appendices and modify the
graph based on MOECC comments.

Comment
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Supporting Document #2,
section 2

Waste Connections has outlined five alternatives for securing additional waste Supporting Document #2 has been revised. The
alternatives considered are as follows:
disposal capacity in addition to the “do nothing” alternative:
1. Do nothing
• Export to the U.S. for disposal
2. Export Waste outside the service area
• Thermal treatment/destruction
3. Thermal treatment
• Diversion
• Disposal at a third party landfill site in Ontario
4. Increased waste diversion
• Disposal at a Waste Connections owned site
5. Landfilling within the Service area
There is an opportunity to reorganize the alternatives above using the questions
on page 32 of the ToR Code of Practice, if a purpose or opportunity statement is
clearly defined.
For example, if the purpose is to secure additional waste disposal capacity for
the Ridge Landfill’s primary service area, while maintaining an integrated waste
disposal network (waste collection, processing and disposal), then reasonable
alternatives for Waste Connections (WCC) could be:
• Export Waste (out of service area)
o
to a WCC facility (or facilities) in Ontario (e.g. Navan Landfill)
o
to a WCC facility in another province (e.g. Quebec)

Reference

Supporting Document #2,
section 2

Response

Supporting Document #2 has been revised and
Section 2.0, page 2
Page 32 of the Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Terms of Reference this comment has been addressed.
for Environmental Assessment in Ontario (ToR Code of Practice) provides a list of
questions that proponents should consider, at minimum, when determining the
range of alternatives that will be considered in the environmental assessment. A
reasonable range of alternatives are potentially feasible activities to address the
problem or opportunity, and are within the proponent’s ability to implement.
Provide a clear purpose or opportunity statement to facilitate the selection and
consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives to the undertaking. The
alternatives to the undertaking may change based on the opportunity statement
and purpose of the EA.

continue providing integrated waste disposal services
• specify Environmental Assessment Act requirements
• provide the rationale/justification for proposing to prepare a “focused” EA for
expanding the Ridge Landfill

Comment
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Reference

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
this has been addressed.
section 2.1

Response

Section 2.3, pages 3 and 4
MOECC commented in a memo dated August 23, 2017 that WCC should review
whether thermal waste disposal technology is a viable means for addressing the
business opportunity, and provide supporting documentation on its feasibility

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
this has been addressed.
section 2.3 and
Attachment C.

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
Section 2.2, page 3
this has been addressed.
section 2.2
The waste export alternative needs to be better defined. Which facilities in the
U.S. will the Ridge Landfill’s waste be exported to? Alternatives to the
undertaking should be described in terms of possible WCC activities.
A discussion of whether waste export is a viable means for addressing the
opportunity can also be included in this section.
Detailed information such as haulage distances, disposal costs per tonne, and
greenhouse gas emissions that would result from the closure of the Ridge Landfill
could further support the rationale for expanding the existing landfill.
Add more information to define the waste export alternative and discuss
whether this alternative can address the opportunity.

Section 2.1, page 3
Additional detail is needed to define the “do nothing” scenario, as this
alternative will be carried forward in the EA as the baseline for comparison.
Add more information to describe the “do nothing” alternative and how it will
be carried forward in the EA.

o
to a WCC facility in the United States (e.g. Brent Run Landfill)
• Thermal treatment (Construct thermal treatment facility at a WCC-owned
site)
• Increased waste diversion (within the WCC waste management system)
• Landfilling (within the service area)
o
Expanding existing WCC site (or multiple sites)
o
Constructing a new site on WCC property.
After a reasonable range of alternatives to the undertaking have been
determined, WCC can then consider these alternatives in detail, and provide
justification and supporting information as to which alternative(s) best address
the business opportunity.

Comment
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Response

Reference

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
Section 3.0, pages 5 to 9
this has been addressed.
section 2
The four questions used to assess the alternatives appear to be variations of
some of the questions listed on page 32 of the ToR Code of Practice.
The questions on page 32 are intended to help proponents develop a reasonable
range of alternatives to carry forward in the EA (e.g. short-listing alternatives
from a long list).
For generic EAs, alternatives to the undertaking and alternative methods are
assessed using evaluation criteria developed for all components of the
environment (natural, social, cultural, built, economic etc.).
As WCC is a private proponent wishing to focus the EA on the evaluation of
alternative methods for expanding the Ridge Landfill, WCC has to demonstrate
that it does not have any alternatives to the proposal other than the “do
nothing” alternative. This is acceptable as long as justification is provided for
doing so. Including information and analyses to support the justification is
necessary.

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
Section 2.4, pages 4 and 5
section 2.4
The waste diversion alternative would be more suitably named “increased waste this has been addressed.
diversion”. The section should describe the alternative in terms of what WCC can
do to further increase waste diversion which would have the effect of freeing up
“additional” landfill capacity at the Ridge Landfill.
Reframe this alternative to the undertaking as “increased waste diversion” by
WCC. It would also be beneficial to state WCC’s commitment (which is
mentioned in the conclusion of Attachment A) to examine ways to enhance its
existing waste diversion activities, either at source, at the Ridge Landfill or
elsewhere in WCC’s integrated system in the EA.

based on considerations such as types and quantities of waste received, in
addition to cost
Considerations. This has not been completed to a sufficient level of detail.
Add more information to describe the thermal treatment alternative. Discuss
whether this alternative can address the opportunity and provide supporting
information.

Comment
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Response

Reference

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
this has been addressed. We have used the term Attachment A
“service area” throughout.

Waste Connections of Canada - Response to MOECC Comments on Air Quality Scope of Work for Ridge Landfill Expansion EA –

Attachment A, Table A-1
This table mentions a “proposed service area”.
Rename “proposed service area” to primary IC&I service area of IC&I disposal
study area.

Supporting Document #2 has been updated and Supporting Document #2,
Section 4.0, pages 10 to 12
section 3
In this summary and conclusion section, advantages and disadvantages of each this has been addressed.
alternative (including the “do nothing” alternative) are discussed with respect to
the four questions considered in Section 3.0. As mentioned in the August 23,
2017 memo, “do nothing” is not intended to be considered as a reasonable way
in which the opportunity that prompted the initiation of the EA process can be
addressed. It represents the benchmark against which the advantages and
disadvantages of the alternatives being considered can be measured and
compared. Therefore, advantages and disadvantages of EA alternatives should
be compared against the “do nothing” alternative. The comparison of
advantages and disadvantages is typically completed during the EA when
evaluating alternatives, and when describing the preferred undertaking.
Provide a summary of how WCC concluded that there are no feasible alternatives
to expanding the Ridge Landfill that can reasonably be considered by WCC in the
EA. The conclusion should also mention that the “do nothing” alternative will be
carried forward in the EA as the baseline to the assessment of the proposed
undertaking, and that WCC will continue to pursue and implement additional
waste diversion opportunities.

To provide clarity to the document, the MOECC recommends that WCC provide
justification as to why certain alternatives are not feasible for the company in
Section 2.0 along with the detailed description of alternatives. This will replace
the need for Section 3.0.
Please ensure that the language used relate to the to the business opportunity
for WCC to continue providing residual waste disposal services at the Ridge
Landfill. All statements made should be supported by factual information.

Comment
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The scope of work should be updated to state that the predicted concentrations
of contaminants will be compared against any relevant AAQC, or other standards
and guidelines including the CAAQS.

The scope of work should be updated to clarify the modelling iterations that will
be included in the EA. The modelling should include various stages throughout
the lifetime of the landfill including a post-closure scenario.

The scope of work should be updated to state that the assessment of GHG
emissions will also include emissions from on and off site mobile vehicles
associated with the landfill (including from haul route traffic).

The scope of work should be updated to clarify how the proponent intends to
establish the baseline concentrations surrounding the facility and at sensitive
receptors. This should also include modelling the current state of the landfill.

Additional Comments

The scope of work should be updated to state that the EA will also include a
section to discuss if mitigation and/or future monitoring will be required, based
on the results of the assessment.

The wording in the scope of work should be updated to state that the
contaminants listed will be the minimum number of contaminants included in
the detailed modelling. It should also
be stated that the EA will provide a clear rational as to the selection of the
contaminants listed as worst-case representative indicator compounds. As a
minimum, PM10 and chloroform should also be included in the detailed
modelling, as well as the eight contaminants listed.

Previous Outstanding MOECC Southwest Region Air Quality Analyst Comments

December 8, 2017

Comment

Reference

A telephone conversation was held with the
ToR Appendix A (Air
Southwest Region Air Quality Analyst on
Quality)
December 14, 2017. The summary of the Air
Quality work plan presented in Appendix A of
the ToR has been updated to reflect this
discussion. Ongoing communication with the Air
Quality Analyst will occur during the EA to refine
the scope of work.

Response
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Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change Comments
Proposal: DRAFT Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
Proponent: Progressive Waste Solutions
Date:
Comments were received on December 20, 2016 and responses provided January 6, 2017. Additional comments received and responded to in
January/February are noted.
Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

MOECC Drinking Water Management Division
Source Protection Programs Branch
Brittany Dewsbury (A/Program Analyst)
1
General
The Proposed Terms of Reference for the
comment about Ridge Landfill Expansion Individual
the whole ToR
Environmental Assessment is located in the
Lower Thames Valley Source Protection Area,
and is subject to the Thames-Sydenham and
Region Source Protection Plan (SPP)
(identified in „Map 1‟ below). The site is
currently not located in any designated
vulnerable areas (see „Table 1‟ below). In
essence, the expansion of Ridge Landfill is
not considered to be a significant drinking
water threat.
2
General
As per policy 4.12 Environmental Assessment
comment about Reviews in the SPP, in areas where the activity
the whole ToR
would be a significant, moderate or low
drinking threat, the Conservation Authorities
(CAs) should review the EA documentation
when circulated by the proponent, provide
available Source Protection Information and
request Source Protection Planning
information (including an assessment of risks

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

No action required by the proponent to amend their
ToR/EA to conform to the significant, and moderate
and low threat policies, as there are no designated
vulnerable areas on the site.

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).

No action required.

(No response required.)

Even though the landfill site, including the
expansion, is not located in a designated
vulnerable area, SPPB recommends that the
proponent consults with the appropriate CA. The
CA may outline other policies not in the SPP that
apply to the project and/or area, so consultation
with this source is important in the EA
development.
-1-

Agreed. PWS met with the Lower Thames
Valley Conservation Authority on March 30,
2016 to discuss the project. LTVCA were
notified of the draft and final Terms of
Reference for review and comments from
LTVCA on the draft TOR were received.
PWS will continue to consult with LTVCA
during the preparation of the EA.

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

3

4

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

for the proposed and preferred alternatives) be
included in the EA.
2.2 Addressing
SPPB commends the proponent on the
Relevant
attention to source water protection and the
Provincial
composition of an environmental management
Legislation,
program in section 2.2, however, SPPB would
Plans and
like to note that it is inaccurate to state that the
Strategies; Page “Project does not fall within a regulated Source
9
Water Protection Area”. In fact, the project
does fall within an SPA, the ThamesSydenham and Region SPA, as stated in
comment #1.

General
comment about
the whole ToR

Even though the project is not located in a
designated vulnerable area, according to
provincial standards set out under the CWA,
the proponent should be documenting as part
of their EA how they have considered and
assessed the proximity of the project to any
municipal, non-municipal and any other private
sources of drinking water, as well as mitigating

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)
It is recommended that proponent amend this
section to iterate that “although the Project falls
within the Thames-Sydenham and Region Source
Protection Area, the Project does not fall within any
designated vulnerable areas.”
(Please confirm that the Proponent will amend the
ToR to include the suggested wording being
requested.)

It is recommended that the proponent assesses the
proximity of the project to any drinking water
sources and include mitigation measures that
address potential impacts.
(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)

-2-

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).

We acknowledge this comment and will
ensure that the EA document appropriately
refers to the Project as within the ThamesSydenham and Region Source Protection
Area; however, not within any designated
vulnerable areas.
Additional response provided February
2017
Section 2.2 has been amended and now
says:
The project falls within the ThamesSydenham and Region Source Protection
Area; however the Project does not fall
within any designated vulnerable areas.
Section 4.4.1.2 has been amended and the
first sentence now says:
The Ridge Landfill property falls within the
Thames-Sydenham and Region Source
Protection Area; however not within any
designated vulnerable areas.
Agreed. Table 5 in the TOR presents the
proposed impact assessment criteria. Under
Geology/Hydrogeology, these criteria include
“potential impacts to domestic water wells”;
and will include mitigation measures that
address potential impacts.

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

measures to address any negative
environmental impacts to those sources
(considering natural, economic and
social/cultural environmental impacts).
Attached: Maps 1, 2 and Table 1
Tammie Ryall, Environmental Planner/Regional EA Coordinator, Air, Pesticides and Environmental Planning,
MOECC Southwestern Region
5
It is suggested that section 2.2.1, last paragraph,
Section 2.2.1,
Clarification of the reference to: “The
page 9
MOECC guidelines dictate that no land use be changed to more closely follow the Guideline,
which is included below for convenience.
may take place within 30 m of the

perimeter of the fill area…” . Section 2.2.1
of the ToR should be changed to recognize
that 30 metres is a minimum setback, as
per Section 5.2.1 of Guideline D-4. The
guideline states that the buffer shall be no
less than 30 metres; it is normally 60-100
metres.

“5.2.1 Operating sites
No land use may take place within 30 metres of the
perimeter of a fill area. This is a minimum distance.
Each operating landfill shall have an on-site
operational/maintenance buffer area identified on
the Certificate of Approval. This buffer shall be no
less than 30 metres; it is normally 60-100 metres.”
(The Terms of Reference should be amended to
address this comment)

-3-

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).

No response required

We acknowledge this comment and will
ensure that text in the EA follows the
guideline referring to the 30 metres as a
minimum buffer with the normal buffer
between 60 -100 metres.
Additional response provided February
2017
The final paragraph in section 2.2.1 has been
amended and now says:
The MOECC guidelines dictate that no land
use may take place within 30 m of the
perimeter of the fill area, that this is a
minimum distance and that all landfills
must include an on-site
operational/maintenance buffer of no less
than 30 m and typically between 60 and
100 m. The operational buffer will be
established as part of the landfill site
development alternatives. The guideline
also indicates that land use should be
studied within 500 m of the perimeter of
the fill area (or beyond in cases where
significant impacts are expected to be
encountered at or beyond that distance).

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Amir Bahadori, Air Quality Analyst, MOECC Southwest Region
6
General air
A- The draft ToR does not list the relevant
review and
air guidelines, standards, and
Appendix A, Air
documents that will be used to prepare
quality
the air assessment
assessment
B- The author says: “Indicator compounds
such as total suspended solids,
nitrogen oxides and particulate matter
will be used for the air emission
assessment.” Total Suspended Solid
(TSS) is not an air indicator compound.
It is a water and wastewater indicator
compound.
The proponent does not state that what
ambient air contaminants will be included in
the EA

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

A- Proponent to list the relevant air guidelines,
standards, and documents that will be used
to prepare the air assessment
B- Proponent to should clearly state that what
ambient air contaminants will be included in
the EA
C- The proponent should clearly state that
what ambient air contaminants will be
included? In particular, in addition to
ambient air quality criteria, the ministry has
published a target list for VOC monitoring at
landfills. It is composed of the following:

Carbon Tetrachloride

Chloroform

1,2-Dichloroethene

Ethylene Dibromide

Ethylene Dichloride

Methylene Chloride

Perchloroethene

Trichloroethene

1,1,1-Trichloroethene

Vinyl Chloride

Vinylidene Chloride

Total NMOCs

Total Suspended Particulate

-4-

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).

The following guidance documents and
reference information may be used in support
of the air quality impact assessment:
 Ontario Ambient Air Quality Criteria, PIBS
#6570e01, Standards Development
Branch, Ontario Ministry of Environment
and Climate Change, April 2012;
 Summary of Standards and Guidelines to
Support Ontario Regulation 419: Air
Pollution – Local Air Quality, PIBS
#6569e01, Standards Development
Branch, Ontario Ministry of Environment
and Climate Change, April 2012;
 Technical Bulletin – Modelling Open Flares
under O.Reg. 419/15, Environmental
Monitoring and Reporting Branch, Ontario
Ministry of Environment and Climate
Change, July 2016;
 AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant
Emission Factors, Volume 1: Stationary
Point and Area Sources, US EPA, Fifth
Edition, January 1995 & updates (website);
 US EPA Report: Exhaust and Crankcase
Emission Factors for Non-Road Engine
Modeling - Compression-Ignition (2010).

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

If the local soil is known to contain significant
quantities of metal, silicates, or other substances
that may have associated air standard or are
believed to cause adverse health effects, these
should be assessed as well.
(The followings regarding the previous MOECC
comments still need to be addressed in the ToR:
A- Proponent to add “the latest version of the
Operations Manual for Air Quality Monitoring in
Ontario” to the list
C-Proponent to clearly state that “the ministry
target list for VOC monitoring at landfills” will be
included in the EA. Methane (CH4) and carbon
dioxide (CO2) are the major constituents of landfill
decomposition gas which needed to be monitored
as well.)

-5-

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).

The five proposed indicator compounds for
the air quality emissions assessment are:
 total suspended particulate matter,
 particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter <2.5 microns (PM2.5),
 nitrogen oxides,
 hydrogen sulphide; and
 vinyl chloride.
Total suspended particulate matter emissions
are attributable to activities such as material
handling, vehicle traffic/road dust and wind
erosion. PM2.5 emissions are also
associated with these activities as well as
from fuel combustion equipment such as
diesel trucks and off-road vehicles (tailpipe
emissions), and landfill gas flares. Oxides of
nitrogen (NOx) is selected as the indicator
compound for gaseous products of fuel
combustion associated primarily with gasoline
or diesel fuel vehicles and landfill gas flares.
(Hydrogen sulphide is selected as an indicator
of sulphur-based odour compounds that can
be generated through anaerobic
decomposition of certain wastes.) Volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) are generated in
the waste decomposition process and are
present in landfill gas emissions. Vinyl
chloride will be used as the indicator

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
compound in the assessment of landfill gas
VOC emissions as it is defined as a
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) (US EPA), and
it is typically found at a higher concentration
(relative to other HAPs) in landfill gas.
Additional response provided February 3,
2017
The above has been added to the Air Quality
Assessment technical work plan summary in
Appendix A.
We offer the following response to the
additional comments received in January on
the final ToR:
 PWS was requested to add the
Operations Manual for Air Quality
Monitoring in Ontario, Ministry of the
Environment, Operations Division,
Technical Support Section, March 2008 to
the resources for the air quality
assessment. PWS believes that this is a
valuable resource for the monitoring that
will be required to obtain EPA approval
but is not a resource applicable for the EA.
Please also note that ambient air quality
monitoring was conducted at the landfill in
2014/2015, and this monitoring was
scoped, witnessed and approved by the
MOECC (Gerald Diamond). This
monitoring was conducted as part of the
ECA process for the landfill and is

-6-

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
reflective of current conditions at the site.



The landfill has a landfill gas capture and
control system, therefore emissions of
methane at the site are generally
controlled. Emissions of CO2 would stem
primarily from the landfill gas control
system, and those emissions are
calculated annually and documented at
the site. The estimated CO2 emissions
will be included in the EA.
PWS was requested to include the
MOECC target list for VOC monitoring at
landfills in the EA as well as monitoring of
methane and carbon dioxide, major
constituents of landfill decomposition gas.
PWS believes that including an indicator
compound for VOCs is an appropriate
level of assessment for the EA, as is
typically done in the EA process It is
recognized that additional monitoring may
be required to obtain EPA approval at
which time the MOECC target list for
VOCs will be addressed, in consultation
with the MOECC.

Additional response provided February 9,
2017
We offer the following response to the
additional comments received in February on
the final ToR:
 PWS will commit to including the Ministry
target list for VOC monitoring at landfills
-7-

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).





-8-

as part of the air quality parameter
modelling to take place during the EA.
PWS does not believe additional
monitoring is needed at the Ridge for the
VOC target list. The existing MOECC
approved monitoring program is reflective
of current conditions at the landfill and will
be used as baseline conditions for the
work to be undertaken during the EA.
Repeating this program to do additional
monitoring at 2017 would not produce a
different result for baseline conditions.
Similarly, PWS does not believe
monitoring for methane and CO2 is
needed as part of the EA. This is not
typically conducted at the EA stage, as
GHGs do not have ambient air quality
standards/criteria. Monitoring of these
parameters would not provide data that
could be used for a GHG assessment for
the landfill within the EA or ECA
processes. PWS is open to continuing
discussion of these requests with the Air
Quality reviewer.
The soil that is used at the site for berm and
cell construction is native soil. There are no
historic industrial land uses at the landfill
property. Current day activities around the
site are primarily agricultural. Therefore, the
potential for elevated metals or silicates is
minimal and PWS does not anticipate that

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
these would need to be considered in the EA.

7

Page 21,
section 4.3
study area

The proponent suggests that the investigation
will be conned to area within one kilometer of
the study site boundaries (Off-Site Area).

How did they arrive at this value and why? For
instance, in the right circumstances could not odour
from the landfill travel further than a kilometer?
(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)

8

Page 21

The proponent suggests that “PWS is also
planning to develop a biogas facility to convert
landfill gas into a pipeline quality natural gas.”

What is the timeline of the project and when would
it be finished? How this project may affect the
landfill’s socio-environmental impacts?
(The proponent response should be included in the
TOR.)

Residual effects for the Ridge landfill site
have predominantly occurred within 1 km of
the fill areas. The 1 km off-site study area is
also consistent with how impact assessments
were undertaken the last time the Ridge was
expanded in the 1997 EA, including the air
quality assessment. Further, Section 4.3 of
the TOR indicates that if broader study areas
are required, they will be addressed on a
case-by-case basis during the EA.
The timing of a future biogas facility has not
been confirmed. While PWS is planning to
develop a biogas facility it would only be
constructed at a time where it is determined to
be financially feasible. External factors
beyond PWS control affect this e.g. MPAC
rulings, gas and power markets. If the facility
is determined to be a viable option during the
EA process the EA will take into consideration
the socio-environmental impact.
Additional response provided February
2017
The following text has been added at the end
of section 4.2:
The timing of a future biogas facility has
not been confirmed. It is anticipated that
construction of a biogas facility would
occur at a time when it is determined to be

-9-

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
financially feasible. External factors
beyond PWS control affect financial
feasibility e.g. MPAC rulings, gas and
power markets. If the facility is determined
to be a viable option during the EA
process the EA will take into consideration
the socio-environmental impact.

9

10

Page 28,
section 4.4.3.1
Traffic

The proponent notes that “it is anticipated that
there could be an increase in truck traffic
during construction, or to accommodate
materials being brought to the landfill for waste
segregation activities”

Page 60,
The ToR does not address the potential
section 7.0
complaint that might arise
commitment and
monitoring

Southwestern Region – Mark Harris, Hydrogeologist
11
4.5
The main body of the Terms of Reference

It may be fruitful to include some estimate of the
effects of the truck traffic and include projections
that reflect the impact of possible increases

Agreed. Projections related to the number of
trucks anticipated for construction and waste
segregation will be made in the EA to facilitate
the assessment of potential impacts.

(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)
Proponent to include the commitment to a
Complaint Management Plan and best practices
(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)

I recommend that the section of the ToR document
be updated to include at least a brief purpose or
objective. The wording in the Hydrogeological
Assessment section of the work plan is acceptable.
This is more valuable and meaningful than the brief
overview of regional geology that is currently
included in section 4.4.1.2

was not updated to identify the objectives
of the hydrogeological assessment. This is
despite the fact that the September 19,
2016 “comments table” included a
statement to identify that “Section 4.4.1.2
of the ToR has been updated to provide an
outline of the objectives of the
It is my opinion that the reader should expect to
- 10 -

Agreed. It is noted that PWS has a 24 hour
hotline number and a procedure in place for
managing complaints received.
A complaint management plan based on best
practices will be included as one of the EA
commitments.
As per comments from MOECC reviewers on
the draft TOR, changes were made to
Appendix A – Technical Work Plan
Summaries to provide information on the
purpose and objectives of the hydrogeological
assessment.
Section 4.4 of the TOR documents existing
environmental conditions. Section 4.5 of the

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

hydrogeological assessment.” There is no
wording in this section regarding the
objectives of any ground water study.

12

Appendix A-8

The scope of environmental studies can evolve
over time. The Ministry may require further
study beyond the scope outlined in the Work
Plan should it be deemed necessary to protect
ground water resources.

Sarnia District Office – Tina Beckles, P.Eng., District Engineer
PWS currently receives residential wastes from
13
Record of
Consultation - Chatham-Kent (Essex, Middlesex, Lambton
and Elgin counties) and ICI sectors. PWS has
Table 3:
plans to revise residential services at the site,

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

understand the goals of the ground water study
without having to consult an appendix.

I recommend that Appendix A be augmented with a
statement that acknowledges that additional study
may be required, pending the outcome of the work
that is already proposed.

As suggested by Chatham-Kent Council, PWS
needs to outline the current capacity of the landfill
used for Toronto residential wastes, and outline
how they plan on accepting residential waste from
- 11 -

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
TOR speaks to the technical studies to be
completed during the EA. We have structured
this section to be brief with the details for all
disciplines being presented in the technical
work plan summaries included in Appendix A.
This approach is consistent with the other
TORs.
Additional response provided February
2017
The hydrogeology section in Table 2 was
revised to briefly include the purpose of the
groundwater assessment and now reads:
Field investigation will be conducted,
including testing for hydraulic
conductivity, water levels, groundwater
quality and an isotopic assessment, to
determine whether the site can be
developed without causing an adverse
effect to off-site groundwater. New
monitoring wells will be installed to
provide adequate coverage of the site.
Section 4.5 of the TOR notes that additional
studies may be needed as the project
progresses through the EA process. This
notation applies to all Technical Work Plan
Summaries in Appendix A.
PWS’s service area for ICI waste is currently
all of Ontario and PWS is seeking the same
service area for residential waste. PWS is
currently permitted to receive residential

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Summary of
Public and
Stakeholder
Comments –
Quantity and
Source of
Waste, p. 13

to begin receiving residential waste from all of
Ontario. There is concern from local residents
and Chatham-Kent Council that wastes will be
received from Toronto and the GTA. Although
PWS has stated that Toronto sends their
wastes to another landfill, they have not
specified what jurisdictions they are planning
on accepting waste from, nor have they
specified that Toronto and the GTA will not be
one of them. By leaving this open for
interpretation, community concerns remain
valid, and should be addressed.
In addition, what percentage of residential
waste is anticipated to be accepted versus ICI
wastes, with the planned expansion?

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

various municipalities.
(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
waste from the specified municipalities but in
fact only receives waste from Chatham-Kent.
PWS does not take residential waste from
Toronto. PWS is seeking an expansion of the
service area for residential waste to
accommodate future waste disposal needs
identified for Southern Ontario to maximize
use of the Ridge Landfill’s annual capacity
should ICI waste flows decrease as diversion
increases, and to be in a position to help
assist with emergency type situations.
As noted in Table 3 of the Record of
Consultation, PWS did receive some
comments expressing concern that the
expansion was going to facilitate taking
Toronto/GTA waste. As noted in the
response to the comment, While PWS could
receive Toronto’s residential waste with an
“All of Ontario” designation PWS does not
intend to take residential waste from the City
of Toronto. Toronto residential waste is being
disposed at the Green Lane Landfill with
anticipated site life extended to 2040 (June 2,
2016 Staff Report).
It is important to note that Chatham-Kent
Council did not express concern with respect
to the receipt of residential waste from
Toronto/GTA. At the Ridge CLC meeting
dated April 5, 2016 a member of Council
attending that meeting mentioned there may
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Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
be community push back. At a meeting dated
March 30, 2016 with Chatham-Kent staff (not
Council) a C-K staff member mentioned that
C-K Council may take issue with the same.
There is no specific resolution/directive by
Council with respect to the receipt of waste
from the Toronto/GTA. In an email dated July
26, 2016 from Rick Kucera of Chatham-Kent it
was indicated the draft TOR had been
reviewed internally by several staff and that
there was no comment at that time.
There is no current or planned capacity
allocated for Toronto residential waste. A
specific plan to receive residential wastes
from any other municipalities cannot be
developed. Receipt of these wastes will only
occur through formal municipal procurement
processes seeking disposal capacity and
subsequent award to PWS from those bidding
processes when and if they should occur.
Additional response provided February
2017
Text was added to Section 3.3 to clarify that
the final description of the proposed
undertaking, including possible
changes/modifications to the service area for
residential waste, will be confirmed in the EA
once alternatives have been considered and
evaluated.
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Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

14

15

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Terms of
Reference –
5.1.1 Defining
the “Alternatives
To” – Alternative
4 – Expand the
Existing Landfill
with Enhanced
Diversion, p. 32

Terms of
Reference –
Section 1.2 Site
History and

Capacity will be reached in 2022; therefore, an
expansion plan has been developed for 2022
to 2041. PWS indicates that they will continue
to evaluate opportunities for additional waste
diversion where viable; however, the timeframe
for this evaluation is not prescribed.

The landfill property boundary is shown within
the Terms of Reference. PWS owns
approximately 340 ha of land west of Erieau
Road. This land includes the 262 ha

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).

It is suggested that PWS considers using a staged
approach for evaluation; meaning after a specific
amount of time, such as five (5) years and every
five (5) years thereafter, the Ministry and PWS reevaluate the preferred alternative, and determine
what improvements can be made to better align
with the Waste-Free Ontario Act, local waste
diversion objectives and concerns within the
community. This would ensure that continual
evaluation was taking place in order to improve
waste diversion, and not one evaluation for 20
years.
(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)

As part of its business practice PWS
continually reviews operations to determine
any opportunities to increase the diversion of
waste from landfill. In addition to ongoing
operational reviews, PWS is responsive to
client prescribed waste management needs
and is positioned to respond to changes in
provincial regulations that support increased
waste diversion targets. PWS believes that
this continuous approach will allow it to be
more responsive to changing conditions than
specifying specific time periods.

Although a closure plan is not necessary for the
Terms of Reference, it may be helpful to know what
PWS plans to use the unused 78 ha of property for,
if at all.

PWS has no plans beyond the prepared 20year expansion; no plans after 2041. The
unused 78 ha of property is subject property
for the expansion and its use will be
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PWS is committed to the diversion of waste
from disposal and as such has included the
following in the TOR:
 A commitment to an expanded dropoff at the Ridge Landfill
 A commitment to continued
collaboration with the community of
Chatham-Kent to support their waste
diversion targets
 An evaluation in the EA of alternative
diversion systems to accommodate
additional diversion opportunities.

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Comments & Rationale

Background, pg.
3

16

Proponent Response

Terms of
Reference –
Section 2.2,
Addressing
Relevant
Provincial
Legislation,
Plans and
Strategies, pg. 8

Landfill Site Area. Does PWS plan on
expanding their landfill beyond the property
boundary shown in the Terms of Reference
after year 2041?
There is no mention within the Terms of
Reference regarding a closure plan or site
expectations beyond 2041.
The MOECC’s vision is to protect the
environment that sustains healthy ecosystems
and prosperous, vibrant communities for all
generations. Climate change; Sustainable
Resource Use; and Clean Air, Water and Land
are just a few of the Ministry’s objectives.
Although PWS mentions Climate Change
within the Terms of Reference, it is still unclear
on how they plan on reducing greenhouse gas
emissions and will support a low-carbon
economy, and for the interim, develop
strategies to support surrounding
municipalities.

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)

Although PWS is a private corporation, and does
not influence the wastes that are sent to landfill,
they should discuss in more detail how they plan on
supporting sustainable reuse of resources and
support the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions.
An outline should be drafted to discuss how PWS
will evaluate waste diversion efforts such as:
organic composting, landfill mining, accepting
construction and demolition materials; and recycle
new materials. There is no mention of how these
programs and waste materials will be audited and
assessed, to determine their effectiveness on GHG
emissions. In addition, addressing the possible
increased truck traffic to the site to support waste
diversion measures.
(The following information from the previous
MOECC comments still need to be addressed:
An outline should be drafted to discuss how PWS
will evaluate waste diversion efforts such as:
organic composting, landfill mining, accepting
construction and demolition materials; and recycle
- 15 -

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
determined based on the preferred alternative
determined in the EA.

Section 5.2.1 of the Final TOR outlines how
PWS plans to evaluate waste diversion
systems in the EA. Three waste diversion
systems are proposed to address future
diversion opportunities such as organic waste
composting or anaerobic digestion, C&D
waste and new materials diversion.
Alternative diversion systems will be
assessed using the evaluation criteria set out
in Table 1B in Appendix B of the Final TOR.
These criteria consider potential truck traffic
increases and in particular, include a criterion
on the potential for increased greenhouse gas
emissions along the haul route. The criteria
for the evaluation will be refined through
public consultation as part of the EA process.
Landfill mining will be considered in the EA as
outlined in Section 5.2.2 of the Final TOR.
Overall truck traffic impact will be considered
as part of a transportation assessment
summarized in section 4.4.3.1 and described
in more detail in Appendix A.

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

new materials. There is no mention of how these
programs and waste materials will be audited and
assessed, to determine their effectiveness on GHG
emissions (reduction).

17

Terms of
Reference –
Appendix A –
Technical Work
Plan Summaries
- SocioEconomic
Assessment, pg.
A-10

Although minimal complaints for odour have
been received in the past, odour remains a
community concern. Has an odour assessment
been done at the landfill and at the
neighbouring sewage treatment plant located
1.5km away? Are neighbours able to
distinguish the difference in odours?
Does the site have a best management
practice for odour in place at the landfill?

Proponent to clearly address how GHG emissions
reduction (in addition to those related to truck
traffic) are being evaluated.)
Odour will be one of the technical studies that will
be completed as part of the EA – Socio-Economic
Assessment; however, details of what this will
entail are not discussed and should be included.
How does this study plan on assessing both on and
off-site impacts?
Landfill mining odour disruption has been
accounted for evaluation purposes, but other waste
diversion activities, such as composting, have not
been discussed. All future waste diversion
scenarios’ should be considered and evaluated
within the odour assessment. In addition, odours
from diesel emissions from increased truck traffic
should also be considered.
(Response to MOECC‟s previous comment
acknowledged.)
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Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
Additional response provided February
2017
PWS will add “air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions” as a criteria group for the
evaluation of enhanced diversion system
alternatives (Table 1B in the TOR) during the
Draft EA stage of the project.
The air quality technical assessment work for
this project will include an assessment of offsite odour for the preferred site development
alternative. This work will include a review of
past odour complaints at the site. Any odour
complaints received by ChathamKent/MOECC regarding the sewage treatment
plant will also be collected. In addition, as
part of the social impact assessment,
residents in the site vicinity will be asked
about their experience with the existing landfill
which would include any odour concerns.
This assessment will characterize potential
odour impacts resulting from the expansion as
high, medium or low. Where necessary
mitigation will be identified to minimize odour.
It is noted that an odour assessment was
completed as part of the Environmental
Screening Report completed in 2011. This
work concluded that odour emissions from the
working face of the landfill have a localized
impact on the surrounding environment. For
local receptors, the maximum number of

Reference to
ToR
Comment
#

Proponent Response

Comments & Rationale

Proposed Action/Solution
(additional actions received in January/February
2017 provided in brackets and italics)

Please describe in detail your response to
address the comments/concern. Actions may
include but not limited to: amendments to the
document, additional information, proposed
commitments, etc.).
exceedance events per year was less than
the MOECC allowance. The recommendation
from this work was to continue ongoing
mitigation measures including capping cells
when completed, application of daily cover,
landfill gas collection and flaring. There is a
24 hour hotline number and PWS has a
procedure in place for managing complaints
received.
Future waste diversion facilities that may be
developed at the site will require their own
approval, including an air quality impact
assessment. Potential odour
impacts/cumulative impacts will be evaluated
at that time.
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Map 1. The red dot indicates the location of Ridge Landfill, in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, using the source protection interactive mapping tool (SPIMT).
Table 1. SPIMT information results for Map 1.
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MEETING MINUTES
PROJECT:

Ridge Landfill EA – ToR Comments Meeting with MTO

DATE/TIME:

February 2, 2017 11:00-12:00 pm

LOCATION:

659 Exeter Road, London, ON (MTO Offices)
(866)-633-1033; 6720953

PRESENT:

MTO: Cathy Geisbrecht (Environmental), Michael Swim (Planning),
Robert Bakalarczyk (Traffic)
MOECC: Cindy Batista, Nisha Shirali (all by phone)
Progressive Waste Solutions: Cathy Smith, Brian Forrestal
Dillon Consulting Limited: Gary Komar, Megan Bellamy (phone)

Notes
·
·

·

·
·

Cindy introduced the call and asked for background from MTO to understand the temporary haul
route that will be needed to accommodate the interchange upgrade. She wanted to understand the
timing as it may relate to the EA/ToR process.
MTO explained that they need to close ramps from time to time to either work on the interchange
or along the main line. One of the ongoing maintenance items along the 401 is pavement
reconstruction. This requires shifting all traffic to one side of the highway (and half of the
interchange is inaccessible). There will be more of this work in the next 10-20 years. Not all lanes
have been reconstructed in the Chatham-Kent area yet. There is no definitive start and end time
for this work, but MTO wants the MOECC and PWS to understand that this kind of work will be
needed in the future. MTO did not anticipate the amount of work that was required to get the
alternative haul route approved for the Highway 40/401 interchange upgrade. MTO would like to
avoid having to go through this process every time they need to do an upgrade in the Highway 40
area.
Cindy confirmed that MTO undertook a Class EA process in 2013 for the interchange and
through that process, MTO identified what the alternate haul route would be for the landfill
trucks. Typically if MTO needs to close an interchange, they don’t sign a detour for the crossing
road. The main reason the detour was needed in this case was a result of the landfill truck traffic.
Interchange construction is ongoing now and the actual shut down of the interchange will be in
spring 2017. Construction would continue for approx. 8 months with the interchange shut down,
but MTO is hoping to reduce this.
Cindy asked if any of the potential improvements over the next 20 years would require shut
downs. MTO explained that these works hadn’t been defined yet but that westbound lanes in the
interchange are not being captured under current work so would likely come up in the next 20

DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED, 235 YORKLAND BOULEVARD, SUITE 800, TORONTO, ONTARIO M2J 4Y8
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FAX (416) 229-4692

MTO ToR Comments Call
February 2 2017

·

·

·

·
·

·
·
·
·

·

·

Page | 2

years. MTO is hoping that the Ridge EA approval will incorporate something that will define an
alternate haul route so they [MTO] don’t have to get approval from the municipality.
Cindy explained that PWS is amending the ToR to address comments that came in during the
comment period. PWS is seeking approval from the Minister [of the Environment and Climate
Change] for expansion of the landfill, not for an alternate haul route. For clarity, the tonnage of
the landfill stays the same – but the life of the landfill would be extended for an additional 20
years.
The ToR speaks to how other effects will be considered in the EA that extend outside the project
area. The ToR is a work plan for the EA – defining indicators and criteria, work with appropriate
agencies, etc. The ToR doesn’t get into a lot of technical detail but includes a general summary of
technical reports that will be included in the EA. One of the technical studies is a transportation
study. What is not included in the transportation study is an assessment of an alternate haul route
a part of the undertaking.
When MOECC gets new (greenfield) landfill applications they require proponents to look at
alternative haul routes (i.e., haul route options with one preferred route being carried forward).
This is not typically required when the landfill is existing and a haul route is already approved.
The need for a temporary haul route in this case is the result of MTO’s work. PWS is only
seeking approval for expansion of their landfill – that is what is triggering the requirement for the
EA process under the Environmental Assessment Act.
In the 1997 Ridge Landfill expansion EA, PWS looked at the alternative haul routes and came up
with a preferred route (current route). The preferred alternative is supported by the municipality
and MTO.
MTO asked if it would make sense for a landfill operator to have one approved haul route and
then a second one to be incorporated into the approval. Cindy responded that the landfill operator
would work with the municipality to identify an alternative haul route. The potential for
construction in the future is out of the proponent’s control and difficult for them to predict.
Gary Komar explained that over the usual course of maintenance or emergency diversion of truck
traffic, these instances are short in duration. MTO doesn’t require EA approval for that kind of
short term emergency activity, nor does the municipality.
If MTO needs to close down portion of the haul route, they would need to go through the same
process with the municipality, etc. that was required for the Highway 40/401 interchange.
PWS has identified three study areas (on-site, off-site, haul route) where they need to consider all
potential effects of the expansion. The route that MTO has identified for the interchange would be
outside the study areas for the project. The designated haul route is included.
Action: PWS will continue working with MTO, specifically on the traffic study and what it
will include. This could speak to some potential transportation changes in the future and how
they might be addressed, but will not put forward a temporary haul route for the Minister to
approve.
The landfill truck route is defined by municipal roads. It is not part of the Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA) for the landfill. The upgrades to the secondary route were at the
request of the municipality. If MTO gets into this situation again, the trucks can use one of the
two haul routes. Chatham-Kent is going to recognize this as a secondary haul route for the
landfill. That approval has already been made as part of the Class EA that MTO undertook.
The ToR includes a transportation study on the designated route. Cindy would like PWS to meet
with MTO to discuss the terms of the transportation study but clarified that defining a preferred
alternative for a temporary haul route is outside the scope of what PWS is seeking approval for.
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MTO Comments Received - Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
Comment and Rationale

Response

Ministry of Transportation
MTO requests that PWS identify in the Individual Environmental Alternative haul routes were evaluated and Highway 40 was
Assessment an alternate haul route (utilizing another
identified as the preferred haul route as part of the Ridge
Highway 401 interchange).
Landfill 1997 EA process. This process was subject to review
and comment from the public and the municipality of
· An alternate haul route is needed in the event MTO must
Chatham-Kent. In the 20 years since 1997 there has been no
undertake future improvements at the Highway
need for an alternate haul route.
401/Highway 40 interchange, which would impede or
prevent waste haulers from using the existing approved
As part of the MTO’s own recent EA process required to
haul route (such as the full closure of the interchange
support the interchange reconstruction, MTO evaluated and
and/or ramps).
designated a temporary route to be used during the closure.
· This alternate haul route should be able to handle the waste In effect the process MTO is requesting of PWS at this time
hauler traffic for long periods of time (such as up to 1 year). has already been undertaken. It was determined by MTO
· The alternate haul route would only be used as a back-up, in after much consultation as part of their class EA (including
consultation with PWS and Chatham-Kent) that the most
the event the existing designated haul route cannot be
logical alternative route utilizes the Bloomfield Road/401
utilized.
· The traffic studies to be conducted as part of the EA should interchange. MTO determined that while the 401/Highway
40 interchange is closed it would be most effective for landfill
include a traffic impact study for MTO Traffic Section to
review the impacts that both the existing haul route and the truck traffic to proceed south on Bloomfield Road to Middle
Line, easterly on Middle Line to Erieau Road and southerly on
alternate haul route may have on MTO Highway 401
Erieau Road to the landfill entrance. This was approved and
interchanges.
· In addition, as part of identifying an alternate haul route in supported with by-law amendments by Chatham-Kent.
the EA process, PWS must obtain any necessary
The interchange will be re-opened long before this EA
Municipality of Chatham-Kent or provincial approvals,
process is complete. Given the significant work being
Environmental Compliance Approvals.
undertaken by MTO at the Highway 401/Highway 40
MTO is requesting that an alternate haul route be identified as interchange in 2017 it is unlikely that there would be a
subsequent need for a closure of the interchange in the
part of the landfill expansion EA process because, during the

Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference – Additional Comments Recieved

2

Comment and Rationale

Response

design and MTO Class Environmental Assessment process for
improvements to the Highway 401/Highway 40 (Communication
Rd) interchange, MTO had to establish a temporary alternate
route that PWS could use when the interchange was closed
during construction. The temporary alternate route uses the
Highway 401/Bloomfield Rd interchange and required MTO to
undertake extensive consultation with the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent. MTO also had to make improvements to some
of the intersections along the temporary route, including
obtaining property, in order to accommodate the waste hauler
traffic. In addition, MTO received many public enquiries and
comments as well as a bump-up request related to the
temporary haul route, all of which delayed the construction of
the Highway 401/Highway 40 interchange improvements.
Putting the onus on MTO to establish an alternate haul route for
PWS to use is not reasonable and in the future, the onus should
be on the landfill operator (PWS) to have an approved alternate
haul route.

future 20 year life of an expanded Ridge Landfill.

Additional comment received January 24, 2017 (via email) MTO’s position is that PWS’ response does not adequately
address MTO’s comments. MTO anticipates that over the next
20 years there may be a need to undertake
maintenance/repairs/reconstruction of Highway 401 at the
Highway 40 interchange as part of providing a safe, reliable and
sustainable highway system. This may require temporary
closures of some or all of the ramps at the interchange, which
would impact PWS’ ability to utilize their approved haul route.
MTO’s position is that PWS should identify in their EA and
obtain all necessary approvals for PWS to use an alternate haul

Additional response provided February 2017 (subsequent to
meeting held with MTO, MOECC and PWS on February 2,
2017) -

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

The planned intersection closure will see a re-routing of
landfill bound traffic to Bloomfield Road. The planned use of
the Bloomfield Road as a temporary alternative route is
further supported by the fact that as a part of the Highway
401/Highway 40 reconstruction project MTO has agreed to
improvements to that route including but not limited to
intersection improvements such as shoulder strengthening
and radius improvements including pavement widening and
some pavement rehabilitation. The MTO has agreed as part
of their Class EA to further repair wear and tear associated
with a prolonged use of that alternative route.
It is our opinion that the MTO interchange reconstruction
project and the need for and creation of an alternative haul
route resulting from this reconstruction is a distinct and
separate matter to the expansion of the Ridge Landfill.

The following was clarified at the meeting held with MTO,
MOECC and PWS on February 2, 2017:
· When MOECC gets applications for new (i.e.,
greenfield) landfills, they require proponents to look at
alternative haul routes (i.e., haul route options) as a
means of considering the potential impacts of the
undertaking with the objective being to identify the

3

Comment and Rationale

Response

route connecting at another Highway 401 interchange to
address access when MTO must undertake work that requires
temporary closure at the Highway 40 interchange. The onus
should be on PWS to secure an approved alternate haul route.

preferred haul route. This is not typically required for
a landfill expansion where a preferred haul route is
already approved, such as is the case with the Ridge
Landfill.
· There is no requirement for proponents to designate
an alternate haul route as part of their assessment.
The rationale behind this is that the preferred haul
route would have been evaluated as having the least
overall impact to the environment as a result of the
undertaking.
· For the Ridge Landfill, PWS is only seeking approval for
an expansion of the landfill. Since an identified haul
route already exists, no consideration of alternative
haul routes is required in the EA.
· The need for a temporary haul route in this case is the
result of MTO’s work and not due to PWS’ EA to
expand the life of the facility. Defining a temporary
haul route is outside the scope of what PWS is seeking
approval for from the Ministry. Discussions related to
the temporary haul route could take place between
MTO, PWS and Chatham-Kent but these would be
outside of the Ridge Expansion EA process.
PWS commits to continuing to consult with MTO on the
Ridge Landfill Expansion EA and in particular on the planned
traffic study (as summarized in the ToR).

Environmental Review of Ridge Landfill Terms of Reference
MOECC File Number: 30-08-02
Project No.: 300040044.0000

MTO ToR Comments Call
February 2 2017

·
·
·
·

·

Page | 3

The transportation study would only be for the approved haul route and considering potential
effects for that route only.
Future improvements to municipal roads would be part of PWS’ operations plan to speak to the
proponent doing that work.
Cathy pointed out that even if PWS was not expanding the landfill, MTO would still have gone
through the same process and would have had to speak with the municipality about an alternate
route.
MTO would still like a way to incorporate some information into the transportation study. PWS
will work with them on this in the EA. The technical studies laid out in the ToR are intentionally
high level to allow for some flexibility if new information arises during the EA. PWS does not
know when the ToR will be approved or when the EA will be submitted. The MOECC has
regulated timelines but the Minister can make a decision outside of the window.
Action: PWS to formalize in the RoC and in the amended ToR that they will continue
working with MTO. The formal response back to MTO should also be revised to state this.

Action items are identified in bold.
Errors and/or Omissions: For any errors and/or omissions, please contact Megan Bellamy (416-2294647, Ext. 2423) or mbellamy@dillon.ca
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Map 2. Map of the current Ridge Landfill and the potential expansion areas.
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Ministry of the Environment
and Climate Change

Ministère de l’Environnement et de
l’Action en matière de changement
climatique

Environmental Approvals
Branch

Direction des autorisations
environnementales

135 St. Clair Avenue West
1st Floor
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tel.: 416 314-8001
Fax: 416 314-8452

135, avenue St. Clair Ouest
Rez-de-chaussée
Toronto ON M4V 1P5
Tél :
416 314-8001
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

February 6, 2017

Cathy Smith
Project Manager – Ridge Landfill Expansion
Progressive Waste Solutions
Ridge Landfill, 20262 Erieau Road,
Blenheim, ON NOP 1A0
Dear Ms. Smith,
This letter acknowledges that Progressive Waste Solutions has indicated that it will be
following the individual environmental assessment process under the Ontario
Environmental Assessment Act for the Ridge Landfill Expansion project (Project).
As you are aware, the Government of Ontario (the "Crown") has a constitutional duty to
consult and accommodate Aboriginal communities when Crown project approvals may
lead to an adverse impact on established or asserted Aboriginal or treaty rights. The
Crown may use existing regulatory processes as a vehicle for fulfilling its constitutional
duty, including an environmental assessment under Part II of the Environmental
Assessment Act. These consultation obligations are in addition to the public and
Aboriginal consultation requirements imposed under the Environmental Assessment Act
and the Ministry of the Environment's Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing
Terms of Reference for Environmental Assessments in Ontario.
The Crown has a duty to consult communities when it knows about established or
credibly asserted Aboriginal or treaty rights, and contemplates decisions or actions that
may adversely affect them. Although the Crown remains responsible for ensuring the
adequacy of consultation with potentially affected Aboriginal communities, it may
delegate procedural aspects of the consultation process to project proponents. The
Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change is delegating the
procedural aspects of consultation to you through this letter.
List of Communities to Consult
Based on the Crown's preliminary assessment of Aboriginal community rights and
Project impacts, the following communities should be consulted on the basis that they
have or may have constitutionally protected Aboriginal or treaty rights that could be
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adversely affected by the Project, or may be otherwise interested in any negative
environmental effects of the project/activity:
Community Name:
Aamjiwnaang First Nation
Contact Information:
978 Tashmoo Avenue
Sarnia, ON N7T 7H5
Telephone: 519-336-8410
Fax: 519-336-0382
Community Name:
Bkejwanong Territory (Walpole Island)
Contact Information:
117 Tahgahoning Road, RR #3
Walpole Island, ON N8A 4K9
Telephone: 519-627-1481 (Governance Building) or 519-628-5700 (Political
Office)
Fax: 519-627-0440
Community Name:
Caldwell First Nation
Contact Information:
14 Orange Street
Leamington, ON N8H 1P5
Telephone: 519-322-1766
Fax: 519-322-1533
Community Name:
Chippewas of the Thames First Nation
Contact Information:
320 Chippewa Road, R.R. #1
Muncey, ON N0L 1Y0
Telephone: 519-289-5555
Fax: 519-289-2230
Community Name:
Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point
Contact Information:
6247 Indian Lane
Kettle & Stony Point FN, ON N0N 1J1
Telephone: 519-786-2125
Fax: 519-786-2108
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Community Name:
Oneida Nation of the Thames
Contact Information:
2212 Elm Avenue
Southwold, ON NOL 2GO
Telephone: 519-652-3244
Fax: 519-652-2930
Community Name:
Delaware Nation (Moravian of the Thames)
Contact Information:
14760 School House Line, RR#3
Thamesville, ON N0P 2K0
Telephone: 519-692-3936
Toll Free: 1-877-294-4435
Fax: 519-692-5522
Community Name:
Munsee-Delaware Nation
Contact Information:
289 Jubilee Road, R.R. #1
Muncey, ON N0L 1Y0
Telephone: 519-289-5396
Fax: 519-289-5156
The ministry relies on consultation conducted by proponents when it assesses the
Crown’s obligations and directs proponents during the regulatory process. The
proponent’s responsibilities for procedural aspects of consultation include:





Providing First Nation and/or Métis communities with information about the
proposed project/activity including anticipated impacts, and information on
timelines;
Following up with First Nation and/or Métis communities to ensure they received
project/activity information and that they are aware of the opportunity to express
comments and concerns about the project. If you are unable to make the
appropriate contacts (e.g. are unable to contact the Chief) please contact the
appropriate ministry project officer for further direction;
Gathering information about how the project may adversely impact the relevant
Aboriginal and/or Treaty rights (for example, hunting, fishing) or sites of cultural
significance (for example, burial grounds, archaeological sites);
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Considering the comments and concerns provided by First Nation and/or Métis
communities and providing responses;
Where appropriate, discussing potential mitigation strategies with First Nation
and/or Métis communities;
Bearing the reasonable costs associated with these procedural aspects of
consultation;
Maintaining a Consultation Record and providing copies to the ministry.

NOTE: Information upon which the above list of Indigenous communities is based is
subject to change. Indigenous communities can make assertions at any time, and other
developments, for example the discovery of archaeological resources, can occur that
may require additional Indigenous communities to be notified. Should this happen, the
Ministry will contact you. Similarly, if you receive any feedback from any Indigenous
communities not included in this list, as part of your consultation, the Ministry would
appreciate being notified.
Should you or any members of your project team have any questions regarding the
material above, please contact me at 416-314-0286.
Sincerely,

Nisha Shirali
Project Officer (A)
Environmental Approvals Branch
Attachment
c:

Dan Delaquis, Supervisor, Project Coordination Unit, MOECC
Karla Kollis, Dillon Consulting Limited
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August 14, 2017
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Environmental Approvals Branch
135 St. Clair Avenue West, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON M4V 1P5

Attention:

Mr. Dan Delaquis
Supervisor, Team 2, Environmental Approvals Branch

Responses to MOECC Comments
Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment (EA)
Dear Mr. Delaquis:
Thank you for your letter dated May 31, 2017 and subsequent meetings on June 13 and 21, 2017 as well
as Doug Thomson’s meetings with Annamaria Cross and Carolyn Lee on July 7 and July 28, 2017, the
second of which you also participated in. Please find below our response and proposed action to each of
the comments in your letter. We look forward to the opportunity to work collaboratively with you,
Carolyn and Annamaria as we update the proposed ToR in response to your comment.

Needs and Opportunities Assessment
1) The ministry is of the position that the rationale for the 30.6 million cubic metres (m3) of
additional waste disposal capacity over a 20-year planning period (2022 to 2041) should be reexamined. The amended ToR does not provide sufficient justification for maintaining the current
annual fill rate of 1.3 million tonnes (approximately 1.5 million m3) for the 20-year planning
period when residential and IC&I waste diversion rates are anticipated to increase with the new
Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act and Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario: Building the
Circular Economy. The Needs/Opportunity Assessment provided in Supporting Document 1 of the
amended ToR should be revised to account for the additional waste disposal capacity from
recently approved landfill expansions, such as Niagara Region's Humberstone Landfill, when
forecasting the available waste disposal capacity in Southern Ontario from 2022 to 2041. In
addition, the amended ToR also does not provide adequate rationale for proposing to expand the
residential service area of the Ridge Landfill to all of Ontario.
Response: Waste Connections of Canada (Waste Connections) will revise Supporting Document 1:
Needs/Opportunities Assessment to provide a clear rationale to respond to these comments. A draft of
the revised document will be provided on a priority basis for MOECC review.
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Consideration of Alternatives To the Undertaking
2) 'The ministry previously commented on the evaluation of "Alternatives to" in the ToR. It is the
ministry's position that a reasonable range of "Alternatives to" the undertaking were not
identified. The "Alternatives to" the undertaking considered in the amended ToR appear to be
variations of landfilling alternatives in addition to the "do nothing" alternative. Other
"Alternatives to" such as energy from waste technology or the establishment of a material
recovery facility, were not considered as part of a "long list" of "Alternatives to". The rationale as
to why certain "Alternatives to" the undertaking are not feasible and will not be carried forward
in the EA should be discussed in the ToR.
The Consideration of Alternatives to the Undertaking (Supporting Document 2) indicates that the
1997 Ridge Landfill EA was used as the basis for limiting the "Alternatives to" considered. As
Progressive intends to carry out a new EA under a different set of environmental conditions
including regulatory and market environments, the information from the 1997 EA and the
conclusions made should be verified to confirm if they are still valid as justification for focusing
this new EA on a landfill expansion for this site.
During the draft ToR review stage, the ministry commented that the questions listed in Section
5.2.6 of the Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing ToRs for EAs in Ontario are to help
proponents identify a reasonable range of alternatives, but are not intended to be used by
proponents to identify the preferred alternative to bring forward into an EA by screening out all
other alternatives. Since the "Alternatives to" evaluation criteria listed in Table 1 of Supporting
Document 2 are mainly based on the screening questions from the Code of Practice, these
criteria and indicators are not specific enough to assess the effects of the alternatives and the
undertaking on the environment. Section 5.2.7 of the Code of Practice provides more specific
examples of criteria, indicators and data sources for the assessment of alternatives.

Response: Waste Connections will revise Supporting Document 2: Consideration of Alternatives to the
Undertaking to address these comments. A draft of the revised document will be provided to you on a
priority basis for your review.
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Study Areas
3) The amended ToR proposes three impact study areas: an On-site Study Area, a 1-km radius Offsite Study Area, and the Haul Route Study Area. However, the rationales for the proposed study
areas were not provided in the amended ToR. The ministry is of the position that a broader,
regional study area should be developed to encompass all potential direct and indirect
environmental effects that could result from the undertaking which would include the residential
areas serviced by Progressive. This regional study area could also be used in the assessment of
cumulative effects.
In addition, the ministry acknowledges that study areas for individual impact assessments for
each technical discipline can vary; however, the overall EA study area should encompass all of
the discipline-specific study areas. Study areas, including discipline-specific study areas (e.g. air
quality, socio-economic etc.), proposed at the ToR stage should be refined during the EA process
in consultation with government agencies, Indigenous communities and interested members of
the public.
Response: Waste Connections will revise section 4.3 of the Terms of Reference to provide rationale for
the proposed study areas.
The On-site Study Area includes the property on which the current Ridge Landfill and proposed
expansion is situated.
The Off-site Study Area encompasses the area within one kilometre (1 km) of the proposed fill area
limits. The MOECC Guideline D-4 Land Use on or Near Landfills and Dumps identifies that the Ministry
considers the most significant impacts to be typically within 500 m of the perimeter of a fill area. To
respect this guideline and be conservative, a general 1 km off-site study area was selected for this
project. The 1 km study area is deemed reasonable as any off-site effects have historically occurred
within that distance of the Ridge, demonstrated by several decades of operating experience. The 1 km
study area is a starting point however, Waste Connections acknowledges that some technical disciplines
will as appropriate consider potential impacts extending beyond this limit.
The Haul Route Study Area encompasses lands immediately adjacent to Communication Road, Drury
Line and Erieau Road which are the existing designated haul route for the site.
The socio-economic impact assessment will assess potential effects within a regional study area that
includes communities in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent.

20262 Erieau Road, Blenheim, Ontario N0P 1A0 | T: 519-676-5000 F: 519-358-2860
www.WasteConnectionsCanada.com

As requested, the discipline study areas will be refined during the EA process in consultation with
government agencies, Aboriginal Communities and interested members of the public.
This will be clarified in the amended ToR.

Leachate Treatment
4) The ministry acknowledges that an assessment of the existing leachate management system,
including the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant and associated piping will be undertaken
to confirm sufficient capacity for leachate management from an expanded landfill. However, the
ToR should also include a proposal to identify and assess in the EA, other long term leachate
treatment alternatives, in addition to the Blenheim Waste Water Treatment Plant leachate
disposal option.
Response: The amended ToR committed to reviewing the capacity of the existing off-site forcemain and
the Blenheim Wastewater Treatment Plant (Blenheim WWTP) for managing leachate. As part of this
review, Waste Connections will assess other reasonable long term leachate treatment alternatives.

Contaminating Life Span
5) Part Ill of Ontario Regulation 232/98 specifies the requirement to report the contaminating
lifespan of a new landfill site or increase in the total waste disposal volume of an existing landfill
site. The EA should assess how landfill expansion alternative methods would affect the
contaminating lifespan of the Ridge Landfill Site, with respect to contaminants involved in the
subsurface migration of landfill gas and leachate, compared to the existing landfill. Although the
EA does not need to provide details for landfill closure, the EA should consider the impacts that
landfill expansion would have on the environment during all stages of the undertaking include
closure/post-closure.
Response: We will qualitatively address the contaminating lifespan of the landfill site development
alternatives under the proposed criterion “potential impacts to ground water quality” and the indicator
“ability to meet reasonable use” in Table 2B of the Amended Final ToR of February 2017. The chief
parameter that will be used to qualitatively evaluate contaminating lifespan will be the waste loading
(tonnes of waste per hectare of landfill footprint) for each alternative. Secondary factors such as depth
of waste will also be included.
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Once a preferred site development alternative is selected additional work will be undertaken to
determine contaminating lifespan. The contaminating lifespan of the preferred alternative will be
determined quantitatively through contaminant transport modelling. This can be compared to the
contaminating lifespan of the current landfill. The approach used in the assessment will be consistent
with Section 10 "Groundwater Protection" of O.Reg. 232/98.
We will revise the ToR to clarify the approach to contaminating lifespan.
As noted in Section 4.3 of the February 2017 Amended ToR “…the EA will consider the potential for
impacts during construction, operation and post-closure of the proposed landfill expansion.”

Cumulative Effects Assessment
6) Section 5.3 of the amended ToR does not provide sufficient information on how the cumulative
effects assessment will be completed in the EA. The amended ToR mentions that the cumulative
effects of other existing and potential future developments will be considered, but does not
identify the types of cumulative environmental effects that will be examined in the EA such as:
 Air;
 Odour;
 Noise;
 Traffic; and,
 Natural areas (e.g. woodlots).
Please refer to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency's "Cumulative Effects Assessment
Practitioners Guide" (1999) for additional guidance.
Response: We propose to add the following steps to the ToR to more specifically describe the process to
undertake cumulative effects assessment in the EA:
1. Summarize potential future impacts from the proposed expanded Ridge landfill (e.g., noise,
odour, traffic related effects, etc.)
2. Identify other existing or probable projects/activities that may be constructed and/or operated
in the planning period within the project study areas. Such projects will be determined through
discussion with the local municipality (Planning Department) as well as through input from
project stakeholders.
3. The identified projects will be characterized based on the potential for effects including the
timing, nature and spatial extent of potential effects. Characterization will be done using
available secondary source information.
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4. Identify where there is potential for impacts from the Ridge Landfill expansion to overlap
time/space with the effects of other projects/activities.
5. For identified potential cumulative effects, describe the nature and extent of these possible
effects and as appropriate propose mitigation, impact management and /or monitoring
strategies to address them.
6. Document results in the EA Report.

Air Quality Assessments
7) The ministry is satisfied that the air quality work plan in the amended ToR has been revised
based on ministry input. The ministry recommends additional consultation with the Regional Air
Quality Analyst for proposed air quality impact assessments and during the development of any
additional air quality monitoring programs at the Ridge Landfill.
The ministry notes that there are components missing from the air quality impact assessment
work plan with respect to odour and greenhouse gas emissions. The air quality impact
assessment work plan does not provide a methodology for determining future odour conditions
and impacts to sensitive receptors during the EA. The ToR should also provide a commitment to
estimate greenhouse gases emissions, in particular methane and carbon dioxide, that will result
from the continued operation of the Ridge Landfill and to identify mitigation measures. The
methodology for the estimation of greenhouse gases that will be generated from the landfill site
should be included in the air quality work plan or as a separate work plan in the ToR.
The ministry acknowledges that Progressive will be considering the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions from haul route truck traffic; however there is no discussion in the amended ToR of
how the greenhouse gas impacts (positive and negative) of the enhanced diversion alternatives
will be assessed. As mentioned above, Progressive should include a work plan outlining how
greenhouse gas emissions and mitigation will be assessed in the EA.
Response: The ToR will be revised to address the air quality items noted in consultation with the
MOECC Senior Air Quality Specialist.

Landfill Gas Utilization
8) Due to the size of the Ridge Landfill Site, Progressive is encouraged to look at ways to utilize
landfill gas other than flaring. The ToR should outline how Progressive will look at alternatives to
minimize the release of greenhouse gases from the Ridge Landfill in the EA.
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In the amended ToR, Progressive states that it is planning to develop a biogas facility to convert
landfill gas into a pipeline quality natural gas, but the timing of a future biogas facility has not
been confirmed since the timing is based on financial feasibility. The ministry is of the position
that the assessment of landfill gas treatment or utilization alternatives and their feasibility can
be completed as part of the EA. Please be advised that landfill gas/biogas power generation
projects are subject to the Electricity Projects Regulation (Ontario Regulation 116/01) under the
Environmental Assessment Act.
Response: Waste Connections understands that the MOECC would like to see consideration of beneficial
end use of landfill gas as part of the EA. As noted in section 4.2 of the February 2017 Amended ToR,
Waste Connections is currently evaluating the potential for a biogas facility that would use landfill gas
from the Ridge. This facility would not be located on the landfill site and may or may not be owned by
Waste Connections. It is being considered independently of the expansion to proactively address the
landfill gas currently being generated at the Ridge Landfill. Should the landfill gas facility go ahead, this
will be considered as part of existing conditions in the EA. Alternatively, Waste Connections will
incorporate an assessment of landfill gas treatment or utilization alternatives into the EA. This will be
clarified in the revised ToR.

Moving Forward
9) The ToR approval process has a "time-out" provision that allows proponents to amend the ToR if
there are outstanding issues that require significant revisions. Progressive has already pursued
this option to amend the ToR; however, the ministry has identified several remaining
deficiencies. The ministry encourages proponents to withdraw the ToR if more than eight weeks
are required to make the necessary amendments to address outstanding issues to ensure a
favourable recommendation to the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change. Only one
"time-out" is permitted during the ToR process. As Progressive has already taken a "time-out",
the ministry is recommending that Progressive withdraw the amended ToR to address the issues
identified in this letter. Once withdrawn, Progressive may resubmit a new ToR after the
aforementioned issues have been addressed. To withdraw from the ToR process, please provide
a formal letter addressed to the Director of the Environmental Approvals Branch that notifies the
ministry of Progressive's intent to withdraw the amended ToR.
Response: Further to the August 9th meeting with Izzie Abrams and Brian Forrestal, Waste Connections
has today advised Kathleen O'Neill that we are voluntarily withdrawing the proposed ToR. We have
also advised Ms. O'Neill that we intend to submit a proposed new ToR as soon as possible, following
amendments to reflect the foregoing.
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As noted above, in the interim, we intend provide the proposed revised Supplementary Documents for
your review on a priority basis. Sections of the revised ToR may also be provided in advance of formally
submitting an updated proposed ToR for EAB review.
We look forward to working with EAB as we move forward with this process.
Yours sincerely,

Cathy Smith, HBA, MA, ENV SP
Project Manager, Ridge Landfill Expansion
cc: Carolyn Lee, Doug Thomson, Izzie Abrams, Brian Forrestal
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August 23, 2017

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Doug Thomson
Brian Forrestal, Waste Connections of Canada

FROM:

Carolyn Lee
Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch

RE:

Ridge Landfill Expansion Terms of Reference – Alternatives
EA File No. 16019

The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change’s Environmental Approvals
Branch has reviewed Waste Connections of Canada’s (WCCC) proposed approach,
outlined in an email dated August 14, 2017, for assessing waste management
alternatives to support a focused environmental assessment Terms of Reference (ToR)
for the expansion of the Ridge Landfill. Please find the Ministry of the Environment and
Climate Change’s (ministry) comments below. These comments were initially shared
with WCCC at a meeting on August 22, 2017.
Identifying the Problem or Opportunity
The ministry suggests that consideration be given to revising the opportunity statement
that speaks to seeking approval for an increase to the current capacity of the Ridge
Landfill based on the determination that there is a potential economic benefit associated
with addressing the predicted continued demand for the disposal of solid, nonhazardous industrial residual material in Ontario; and, that an increase to the current
capacity of Ridge landfill would allow WCCC to effectively address this economic
opportunity. To support this opportunity statement, the ministry recommends that
WCCC prepare an economic impact assessment/business case analysis as part of the
need/opportunity assessment that discusses the future role of the Ridge Landfill in
terms of the potential economic benefit associated with addressing the predicted
continued demand for the disposal of solid, non-hazardous IC&I material beyond 2022.
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The ministry understands that Chatham-Kent’s residential solid waste represents of a
small fraction of the total waste received at the Ridge Landfill. As part of the
need/opportunity assessment, the ministry recommends that WCCC confirm ChathamKent’s future waste disposal needs, taking into consideration population growth within
the municipality and waste diversion trends. As for the four neighbouring counties of
Elgin, Lambton, Middlesex and Essex, the need for the Ridge Landfill to provide
residential waste disposal service to these four municipalities is unclear, since these
municipalities have primary disposal facilities that could possibly be expanded to
provide additional waste disposal capacity in the future.
Determining a Reasonable Range of Alternatives
Subsection 4.1.2 of the ministry’s Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Terms
of Reference for Environmental Assessments in Ontario (2014), outlines the ministry’s
expectations for the consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives during the
environmental assessment process. Subsection 6.1(2) of the Environmental
Assessment Act makes reference to two types of alternatives: “Alternatives To” a
proposed undertaking, which are functionally different ways of approaching and dealing
with a problem or opportunity; and, “Alternative Methods”, which are different ways of
performing the same activity. A ToR may either include the identification of a
reasonable range of alternatives that will be considered during an environmental
assessment process or, at a minimum, include a commitment to identify a process by
which a reasonable range of alternatives will be identified during the preparation of an
environmental assessment.
Subsection 5.2.5 of the ministry’s Code of Practice, states that proponents may identify
a reasonable range of alternatives for consideration during the environmental
assessment process and offers a set of questions that can be used by proponents when
determining the “Alternatives To” that should be considered during the environmental
assessment process. These questions are designed to aid proponents in identifying
and determining an initial range of alternatives that may be within a proponent’s ability
to implement, and that should be carried forward for further consideration during the
environmental assessment process. By conducting an initial screening of alternatives,
proponents are able to “scope” the range of alternatives that will be considered to those
that are the most appropriate for addressing the problem or opportunity that prompted
the initiation of the environmental assessment process. It should be noted that the
screening of alternatives is not intended to be used as a process by which the
consideration of alternatives is limited to only those alternatives that are preferred by a
proponent or as a process by which a preferred alternative is determined.
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If a proponent chooses to screen “Alternatives To” during the preparation of a ToR, a
proponent must identify and undertake a systematic evaluation and comparison of a
reasonable range of alternatives that may address the problem or opportunity that
prompted the environmental assessment process. A ToR must clearly explain the
evaluation methodology used to determine how certain alternatives were considered
reasonable as part of the screening process as well as identify the criteria and
indicators that were used to identify, compare and assess a reasonable range of
alternatives on each of the components of the environment defined under the
Environmental Assessment Act. These components include: the natural environment;
social environment; economic environment; cultural environment; and built environment.
A ToR should also include sufficient information about the rationale for how each
criterion and indicator were determined, and identify the information sources that were
used to determine the selection of appropriate criteria and indicators.
Subsection 5.2.5 of the ministry’s Code of Practice also makes reference to private
sector proponents, stating that the “ministry recognizes that there may be restrictions on
some proponents that will limit the range of alternatives examined. The proponent must
provide justification in the terms of reference for limiting the examination of
alternatives 1.” Private proponents, therefore, have the option of preparing an
environmental assessment “focused” on the consideration of the “Alternative Methods”,
provided that sufficient rationale and supporting information are given in the ToR for
excluding certain “Alternatives To”. This approach differs from the screening of
“Alternatives To” mentioned above to “scope” the range of alternatives that will be
carried forward and considered during the preparation of the environmental
assessment. However, the assessment approach used to support a “focused”
environmental assessment must be clear, logical and traceable so that anyone with the
same information could reach the same conclusion without any additional assumptions.
Comments on the Proposed Alternatives To the Undertaking
Based on the ministry’s position that the opportunity that has prompted the initiation of
the environmental assessment process should be the economic benefit associated with
addressing the predicted continued demand for post-diversion, solid, non-hazardous
IC&I waste disposal capacity, it is reasonable to conclude that the “Alternatives To”
available to WCCC will be those that increase the available capacity for the disposal of
IC&I waste. Accordingly, WCCC should consider alternatives that can be demonstrated
to reasonably address the economic opportunity and are within the scope of its ability to
implement in the ToR. Below are the ministry’s comments on the proposed “Alternatives
To” based on addressing the economic opportunity.

1

From page 33 of the Code of Practice: Preparing and Reviewing Terms of Reference for Environmental
Assessments in Ontario
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Alternative 1 Do Nothing
The “Do Nothing” alternative is not intended to be considered as a reasonable way in
which the problem or opportunity that prompted the initiation of environmental
assessment process can be addressed. It represents the benchmark or baseline
against which the advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives being considered
can be measured and compared. It is the ministry’s expectation that during the
environmental assessment process, proponents will consider a reasonable range of
alternatives, which will be assessed against the mandatory “Do Nothing” alternative.
Alternative 2 Export to United States
Given that the transfer of waste to another licenced facility that receives post-diversion
IC&I waste does not result in the creation of additional capacity, it can reasonably be
argued that the transfer of waste would likely not address the economic opportunity that
prompted the environmental assessment process unless Waste Connections owns and
operates a waste disposal facility in the United States which accepts IC&I waste from
southern Ontario, and that this facility can possibly be expanded.
Alternative 3 Thermal Treatment/ Destruction by Waste Connections
Constructing and operating a thermal treatment facility is not feasible for some waste
proponents because the waste volumes received are not sufficiently large to make this
option economically viable. However, as WCCC disposes 1.3 million tonnes of waste
per year at the Ridge Landfill, WCCC should review whether thermal waste disposal
technology is a reasonable alternative to landfilling and provide supporting
documentation on its feasibility based on considerations such as types and quantities of
waste received, in addition to cost considerations.
Alternative 4 Diversion
The ministry is supportive of WCCC’s proposal to prepare a supporting document to the
ToR that describes the company’s current diversion activities and ongoing system-wide
initiatives to improve waste diversion. This document can also include a discussion on
how WCCC is working with customers, including Chatham-Kent, to ensure diversion at
the source of the generated material takes place. This supporting document should
summarize the quantities of waste that WCCC is diverting from landfill and well as new
resource recovery programs and projects being planned based on new business
opportunities.
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WCCC should explain in the ToR whether increased waste diversion is a possible
alternative for meeting the economic opportunity that prompted the initiation of
environmental assessment process. The ToR should also highlight the measures that
WCCC implements to ensure that the waste received for disposal at the Ridge Landfill
is only post-diversion waste. In the spirit of the new Waste-Free Ontario Act that sets
goals to increase diversion in Ontario, WCCC should commit in the ToR to review the
feasibility of on-site diversion system alternatives during the environmental assessment.
Alternative 5 Disposal at Third Party Landfill Site in Ontario
It can be reasoned that the export of residual IC&I waste to a third party facility within
Ontario or outside of Ontario (e.g. another province or country), can fall under one
waste export alternative since these options involve the transport of residual waste by
WCCC for disposal at a non-WCCC facility.
When considering the waste export alternative(s), the ministry recommends that WCCC
identify other third-party waste disposal facilities within its service area and provide
supporting information on haulage distances and costs per tonne in its economic impact
assessment/business case analysis to explain whether waste export is a reasonable
alternative for meeting the economic opportunity that prompted the initiation of
environmental assessment process. Inclusion of additional supporting information in the
ToR, such as an estimation of the greenhouse gas emissions that would result from the
closure of the Ridge Landfill, would to further support the rationale for expanding the
existing landfill.
Alternative 6 Disposal at Waste Connections Landfill Site in Ontario
The ministry is supportive of WCCC’s proposal to prepare a supporting document to
examine if there is another WCCC-owned site that can be developed to provide
additional residual IC&I waste disposal capacity, and if this new site can be a
reasonable alternative to the Ridge Landfill. If a comparison of the Ridge Landfill site
with another site will be undertaken, the comparison should consider site characteristics
such as:
• land use;
• archaeological/cultural heritage;
• transportation and aviation;
• terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems;
• geology/hydrogeology;
• design and operations; and,
• social environment.
The ministry also recommends the consideration of other WCCC-owned landfills in
Ontario with a similar service area, and whether the expansion of these landfills to
provide additional IC&I waste disposal capacity can be a reasonable alternative to the
Ridge Landfill.
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Please feel free to contact the undersigned at (416) 212-4279 or by e-mail at
Carolyn.Lee@ontario.ca if you have any questions.

Regards,

Carolyn Lee, Project Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change

c:

Annamaria Cross, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Dan Delaquis, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change
Cathy Smith, Waste Connections of Canada
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MEMO
TO:
FROM:
cc:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Carolyn Lee, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC)
Ravi Mahabir, Dillon Consulting Limited
Gary Komar, Dillon Consulting Limited
November 30, 2017
Air Quality Scope of Work for Ridge Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment (EA)

OUR FILE:

File #15-2456

During the MOECC’s review of the draft Terms of Reference, the MOECC provided initial comments after
which a revised Air Quality EA work plan was issued. Subsequently, on May 31, 2017, the Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) issued a letter to Waste Connections of Canada (formerly
Progressive Waste Solutions) that included comments on the Air Quality EA work plan. The comments
from the letter were as follows:
The ministry is satisfied that the air quality work plan in the amended ToR has been revised
based on ministry input. The ministry recommends additional consultation with the Regional Air
Quality Analyst for proposed air quality impact assessments and during the development of any
additional air quality monitoring programs at the Ridge Landfill.
The ministry notes that there are components missing from the air quality impact assessment
work plan with respect to odour and greenhouse gas emissions. The air quality impact
assessment work plan does not provide a methodology for determining future odour conditions
and impacts to sensitive receptors during the EA. The ToR should also provide a commitment to
estimate greenhouse gases emissions, in particular methane and carbon dioxide, that will result
from the continued operation of the Ridge Landfill and to identify mitigation measures. The
methodology for the estimation of greenhouse gases that will be generated from the landfill site
should be included in the air quality work plan or as a separate work plan in the ToR.
The ministry acknowledges that Progressive will be considering the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions from haul route truck traffic; however there is no discussion in the amended ToR of
how the greenhouse gas impacts (positive and negative) of the enhanced diversion alternatives
will be assessed. As mentioned above, Progressive should include a work plan outlining how
greenhouse gas emissions and mitigation will be assessed in the EA.
The purpose of this memo is to confirm the approach for the proposed Air Quality scope of work for the
EA.
The study areas to be considered for the Air Quality assessment are on-site (i.e., landfill footprint), offsite (1 km from the maximum fill area), and along the haul route. The study areas described above may
be adjusted during the EA to address the requirements of the Air Quality assessment. The tasks to be
completed during the EA phase of work will be broken down as follows:
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Data Collection
• Indicator compounds will be selected for the air quality assessments within the EA. Changes in these
compounds will be assessed (qualita vely and/or quan ta vely) and the an cipated magnitude of
these changes used as indicators of impacts to air quality. Up to eight (8) indicator compounds will
be selected for the air emissions assessment. The indicator compounds will include:
o total suspended par culate;
o par culate ma er with aerodynamic diameter <2.5µm (PM2.5));
o nitrogen oxides;
o hydrogen sulphide;
o vinyl chloride,
o carbon monoxide;
o sulphur dioxide; and
o odour.
• Baseline air quality will be characterized within the study area through use air quality data from the
closest Environment Canada NAPS or MOECC air quality monitoring sta ons. Data will be collected
for the indicator compounds iden ﬁed for the project. Data from these sources will be supplemented
by site-speciﬁc monitoring that was conducted in 2014.
Evaluation of Site Development Alternatives
• A qualita ve analysis of poten al odours and changes in indicator compound emissions will be
completed.
• The site development alterna ves all relate to the alterna ve development op ons for the landﬁll.
The landﬁll will accept post-diversion residual waste, and therefore the site development alterna ves
will not aﬀect the diversion rate of the regional system (i.e. alterna ves that enhance diversion within
Waste Connec on's system are not being considered as standalone alterna ves as part of the EA). As
a result, there will not be changes in GHGs associated with changes in diversion rate; and,
• A qualita ve analysis will be done of poten al opera onal changes in GHGs associated with site
development alterna ves. The results of the qualita ve assessment will be used to provide input to
the evalua on of alterna ves.
Assessment of the Preferred Alternative
Based on the fact that the daily waste acceptance rate of the landfill will not be increased, the greatest
potential impact to air quality for the landfill expansion will be associated with on-site operations.
However, there may be an increase in export soil truck traffic or changes to background traffic levels
along the haul route. Therefore the assessment of the preferred alternative will focus on the landfill
operations itself, but will also consider changes to haul route traffic. The key steps in the assessment of
the preferred alternative are as follows:
1. Quan ﬁca on of odour (OU/s) will be completed for signiﬁcant poten al on-site sources.
Established emission factors (e.g., MOECC Interim Guide to Es mate and Assess Landﬁll Air Impacts)
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.

will be used to perform desktop quan ﬁca on of odour sources. On-site measurement of emissions
will not be conducted as part of this assessment.
Es ma on of emissions of indicator compounds from the on-site signiﬁcant sources, accoun ng for
the phased development of the landﬁll under the preferred alterna ve. Sources to be accounted for
may include:
o Onsite roads
o LFG collec on system
o Flare
o Material Handling
o Mobile equipment, etc.
Es ma on of GHG emissions (CO2, CH4, N2O) from on-site opera ons (onsite equipment, LFG
collec on system, ﬂare) using emission factors from established resources including US EPA AP-42
and the LandGEM model. GHG emissions will compared to regional (if available) and provincial
emissions to assess signiﬁcance.
Incorpora on of the emission es mates of indicator compounds into dispersion models to predict the
change in air quality and odour concentra ons. The AERMOD modelling system will be used to
characterize air quality changes associated with the expansion of the landﬁll. This will include use of
site-speciﬁc meteorological data sources from the MOECC. The indicator compounds iden ﬁed for
the project will be modelled to predict the maximum point of impingement concentra ons as well as
concentra ons at the closest sensi ve receptors. Up to four modelling itera ons will be conducted.
Meteorological data for use in the assessment will be sourced from the MOECC in a pre-processed
format.
Es ma on of emissions of applicable indicator compounds from the haul route traﬃc sources
associated with poten al changes to soil truck or background traﬃc levels, and use of an appropriate
transporta on dispersion model (e.g. CAL3QHCR) to predict concentra ons of indicator compounds
at sensi ve receptors.
Combina on of the predicted changes in air quality with baseline condi ons to es mate cumula ve
air quality.
Use of 1 year of local meteorological data, combined with the distance of receptors from the working
face (for 2 reasonable worst-case future design scenarios) to assess the poten al for blowing li er
impacts. This will be completed using the blowing li er threshold wind speed criteria previously
deﬁned for the site (1996).

EA Impact Assessment
• Using the data derived from the Tasks above, analysis of the magnitude of the poten al changes in air
quality (i.e., changes in concentra ons of indicator compounds) will be completed for the preferred
alterna ve. The overall impact will be designated as high, medium or low on the sensi ve receptors,
in accordance with the EA impact assessment approach.
• The results of the blowing li er assessment will be used to characterize the poten al impact of the
preferred alterna ve as high, medium or low on the sensi ve receptors, in accordance with the EA
impact assessment approach.
• The results of the odour assessment will be used to characterize the poten al impact of the preferred
alterna ve as high, medium or low on the sensi ve receptors, in accordance with the EA impact
assessment approach.
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• The results of the GHG analysis will be used to characterize the project’s contribu on to the GHG
proﬁle of the region or the province, in accordance with the EA impact assessment approach.
• Where necessary, opera ons mi ga ve measures (that are above and beyond the proposed design of
the landﬁll) will be deﬁned to reduce any poten al impacts (air quality, odour, and li er).
• Cumula ve eﬀects will be considered by considering background concentra ons of air quality
indicators.
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